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Abstract
Title:

Work-Family Centrality Profile and Its Moderating Role on the
Effects of Work-Family Conflict

Author:

Anqi Li, M.S.

Major Advisor:

Zhiqing E. Zhou, Ph.D.

This dissertation employs latent profile analysis to explore potential work-family
centrality profiles and its associated antecedents, distal outcomes, as well as its
interaction effect with work-family conflict in shaping match-domain outcomes.
Stemmed from the identity theory (Stryker, 1968, 1980), work centrality and family
centrality describe how central an individual places identities associated with work roles
and family roles relatively to one’s overall identity, respectively. A person’s work-family
centrality profiles is configured by one’s standings on work centrality and family
centrality simultaneously. Two studies were conducted in this dissertation. Study 1
followed the three-step approach to latent profile analysis (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2013)
to establish profile structure as well as to test the antecedents and distal outcomes of the
identified profiles. Data collected from 1,680 working adults through Amazon
Mechanical Turk revealed four distinct work-family centrality profiles: the unfocused
profile, the moderate dual-focused profile, the moderate work-focused profile, and the
high-family focused profile. Benevolence and achievement values were significant
predictors of profile memberships. The four profiles also showed different levels of
behaviors, attitudes, and mental health across work and family settings. Study 2
attempted to replicate the profile structure and to test a conceptual model where profiles
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interact with work-family conflict to predict match-domain outcomes. Target-specific
psychological guilt was tested as a mediating mechanism that connects work-family
conflict and its outcomes. Trait mindfulness was also examined as a potential moderator
that buffer the negative effects of target-specific psychological guilt on mental wellbeing.
The final sample included 168 employees. Two of the profiles from Study 1 were
replicated. However, their interactions with work-family conflict were not significant.
Work-to-family conflict predicted psychological guilt toward family, which predicted
work withdrawal behaviors and mental wellbeing. Psychological guilt toward employer
mediated the relationships between family-to-work conflict and its match-domain
outcomes including family withdrawal behaviors, family satisfaction, perceived stress,
and depressive symptoms. Trait mindfulness attenuated the negative effects of
psychological guilt on depressive symptoms. Findings across the two studies provided
insights on potential configurations of employees’ work centrality and family centrality,
as well as the role of psychological guilt in the relationships of work-family conflict with
its outcomes.

Keywords: work centrality, family centrality, latent profile analysis, work-family conflict,
psychological guilt, discrete emotion, mindfulness
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Due to the rise of dual-earner and single-parent families (U.S. Department of
Labor, n.d. a), increased elderly care responsibilities (U.S. Department of Labor, n.d. b),
and shifts in traditional gender roles (Bianchi, 1999), work and family are no longer
examined in isolation like they were in the traditional work-family literature. Modern
work-family literature treats work and family as two interconnected domains that enrich
and interfere with each other (Frone, 2003). As more and more workers in the U.S.
workforce nowadays are facing the challenge of fulfilling the responsibilities of multiples
work and family roles, work-family balance has become an important topic for both
researchers and practitioners.
Existing research suggests that the balance between work and life is achieved
when two conditions are met: low levels of work-family conflict and high levels of workfamily enrichment (Frone, 2003). Such perspective recognizes that work and family
domains not only interfere with one another in both directions (i.e., work-to-family
conflict and family-to-work conflict) but experiences and skills gained in one domain
could also spill over to the other domain (i.e., work-to-family enrichment and family-towork enrichment). Because work-family balance has been associated with various work
(e.g., job performance, work engagement; Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer,
2011; Montgomery, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Ouden, 2003), family (e.g., family-related
performance , martial satisfaction; Amstad et al., 2011; van Steenbergen, Kluwer, &
Karney, 2014), and wellbeing outcomes (e.g., psychological wellbeing, physical health;
Amstad et al., 2011; Zhang, Siu, Hu, & Zhang, 2014), academic researchers and human
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resource practitioners have been focusing on ways to achieve a balanced work-family
interaction. Among those efforts, work-family conflict has received the most research
attention.
Work-family conflict occurs when performing roles in one domain makes it more
difficult to perform other roles in the other domain (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). It is a
bi-directional construct such that performing work roles could interfere with one’s family
role performance (work-to-family conflict) and performing family roles could interfere
with one’s work role performance (family-to-work conflict; Frone, Russell, & Cooper,
1992). Work-family conflict can also be examined by types. Greenhaus and Beutell
(1985) suggested that there are three types of work-family conflict. Time-based conflict
happens when time devoted in one role reduces the time devoted in the other role. Strainbased conflict occurs when physical and psychological strains resulted from performing
one role make it more difficult to be mentally and physically engaged in the other role.
Behavior-based conflict is present when behavioral expectations of one role is
incompatible with expected behaviors in the other role. Meta-analytical studies have
suggested that, long work hours, childcare responsibilities, low work support, work role
overload, family conflict, negative trait affect, and neuroticism are among the strongest
predictors of work-family conflict (Byron, 2005; Allen et al., 2012). Work-family
conflict also has critical implications on individuals’ work life, family life, and mental
and physical wellbeing. For instance, abundant research has linked work-family conflict
to lower job attitudes (e.g., Haar, 2004; Koseek & Ozeki, 1998; Mesmer-Magnus &
Viswesvaran, 2005), job performance (Anderson, Coffey, & Byerly, 2002; Bragger,
Rodriguez-Srednicki, Kutcher, Indovino, & Rosner, 2005; Hammer, Bauer, & Grandey,
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2003; Kossek, Colquitt, & Noe, 2001), job satisfaction (Koseek & Ozeki, 1998), family
satisfaction (Cardenas, Major, & Bernas, 2004; Frye & Breaugh, 2004), marital
relationship quality (Swanson & Power, 1999), and worse physical and mental health
(Anderson et al., 2002; Geurts, Rutte, & Peeters, 1999; Major, Klein, & Ehrhart, 2002;
Perrewé, Hochwarter, & Kiewitz, 1999; Vinokur, Pierce, & Buck, 1999).
Although work-family conflict has received intensive research attention in the
past three decades, several gaps still remain less adequately studied, and the current
research project intends to address them. First, work-family literature tends to assume
that all individuals strive to succeed at fulfilling both work and family roles to the same
extent (e.g., Sumer & Knight, 2001; Valcour, 2007) neglecting the vital roles of personal
values play in this process. This gap needs to be addressed because there could be
occasions wherein people prioritize work roles over family roles or vice versa depending
on which aspect of life is deemed to be more important. When asked about the
importance of work relative to family life, employees’ responses have shown decent
amount of variability (e.g., Carr, Boyar, & Gregory, 2008; Xie, Shi, & Ma, 2017). This
phenomenon is consistent with the identity theory (Burke, 1980; Stryker, 1968, 1980;
Stryker & Serpe, 1982), which states that people over time develop multiple identities
regarding who they are through performing various social roles in the society. According
to Stryker (1968, 1980), these different role identities are organized in a hierarchical
fashion that some are regarded as more relevant to one’s self-concept than the others.
Role identities that are more central to one’s overall identity are placed near the top of the
hierarchy while the other less important identities are placed near the bottom. Therefore,
it is possible that for some people, work roles are held closer to their central self-identity
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than their family roles are, or vice versa. Meanwhile, it is also possible that identities
formed outside one’s work and family roles through, such as personal hobbies,
community involvement, are prioritized over work or family role identities.
To respond to this gap, the current study uses a person-centered approach to
examine work-family centrality profile, which is jointly constructed by one’s work
centrality and family centrality. Work centrality and family centrality describe how
important work and family roles are, respectively, to one’s core identity (Kanungo,
1982). The conventional approach to studying work and family centrality was to treat
them as two separate variables and then examine their relationships with perspective
antecedents or outcomes (e.g., Tziner, Ben-David, Oren, & Sharoni, 2014; Hirschfeld &
Field, 2000). The drawback of this approach is that it solely focuses on the statistical
relationships among a group of psychological constructs without acknowledging the
unique within-person makeups on a set of attributes that may have joint influences on the
outcomes. Latent profile analysis, a person-centered approach, makes it possible to study
how people are different from each other based on their unique configurations of a group
of psychological traits or attributes – as in this research project are work centrality and
family centrality. Latent profile approach to work and family centrality allows us to
discover possible subpopulations who are neglected in the existing research. Building on
this approach, the current study also examines potential antecedents and outcomes
associated with profile membership.
Second, work-family literature also tends to assume that high work-family
conflict and low work-family balance are undesirable realities that inevitably produce
negative outcomes for everyone. In real life, however, people may be willing to sacrifice
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performance in one domain in order to achieve higher performance in the other if the
conflict is perceived as inevitable. Research has shown that people use life management
strategies, known as the Selection, Optimization, and Compensation (SOC) model
(Baltes, 1997; Freund & Baltes, 2002), to select goals, mobilize, and allocate resources in
order to achieve desirable life outcomes. Specifically, individuals may (a) selectively
choose goals that are most important and obtainable based on currently available
resources, (b) actively acquire resources and direct them to the selected goals, (c) and
invest additional resources or try alternative means when goal obtainment is threatened.
When individuals anticipate high work-family conflict and there are no effectively
solutions available, they may accept the reality and make conscious decisions regarding
allocating the limited resources. Depending on how individuals prioritize goals in
different life domains, a person may choose to consciously reduce efforts and sacrifice
one’s performance in one role in order to achieve higher performance in other roles. For
instance, individuals with strong work identity tend to work longer hours (Greenhaus,
Peng, & Allen, 2012) inevitably resulting in interfering with family involvement.
Comparing to men, women are also more willing to make career-related sacrifice due to
family responsibilities (Fernández-Cornejo et al., 2016; Wilton & Ross, 2017). Thus,
higher work-family conflict may not always impact one’s life in a negative way if it is
anticipated due to personal choices. In other words, people may not always react to workfamily conflict negatively to the same extent.
To address this gap, this project tests the moderating effects of work-family
centrality profiles on the relationships between work-family conflict and its outcomes.
Specifically, the current study theorizes that profile membership interacts with work-
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family conflict to predict target-specific psychological guilt, which serves as the
mediating mechanism that channel the effects of work-family conflict on its matchdomain outcomes. Relatively understudied in the work-family literature, psychological
guilt is defined as a discrete negative emotional state felt when one fails to behave in
consistence with own personal values or moral standards (Berndsen, van der Pligt,
Doosje, & Manstead, 2004). In addition, I speculate that the concept of psychological
guilt can be further classified by the entities (family vs. employer) this discrete emotion is
targeting. The magnitude of the feeling of guilt toward different targets is expected to
vary depending on one’s work-family centrality profile. For instance, people with workfocused profiles (high work centrality and low family centrality) might react to family-towork conflict more strongly than other profiles.
Third, mindfulness as a novel component has been sparely studied in the workfamily literature. Mindfulness in this study is defined as individuals’ predisposition in
paying attention and being fully aware of the present moment (Brown & Ryan, 2003).
Although mindfulness has been gaining increased attention in the organizational science
(e.g., Hülsheger et al., 2013; Wasylkiw, Holton, Azar, & Cook, 2015), its role in workfamily interface has not been adequately studied. Preliminary evidence has suggested the
positive effects of mindfulness on work-life balance (e.g., Allen & Kiburz, 2012), but not
as a buffer mitigating the adversity stemmed from work-family conflict. More research is
needed to investigate how mindfulness as a dispositional trait would help individuals
cope with work-family conflict and protect their mental wellbeing. Since ample evidence
has suggested that trait mindfulness can be trained (e.g., Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek,
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& Finkel, 2008; Kabat- Zinn, 1990), results of this research can potentially point to the
path to more effective organizational work-family interventions.
Lastly, organizational interventions seeking to promote work-family balance have
achieved only limited success so far. A one-size-fits-all program is going to be less
effective because individual motivation and needs are neglected. Depending on how
individuals value work and family roles, some people may not need these programs to
begin with, while others may benefit from them a great deal. Previous research as
explored factors, such as gender (Carlson et al., 2010), household size (Golden et al.,
2006), and communication preference (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007) that affected the
effectiveness of work-family interventions. However, none so far has examined how
personal values might be potentially at play. This research helps identify employees who
are in most needs of resources and support from organizations by examining the
associations between profile membership and work-family balance indicators.
This project was carried out in two studies. The first study used latent profile
analysis to explore hypothetical work-family centrality profiles and intended to establish
their associations with various behavioral, attitudinal, and wellbeing outcomes. The
second study attempted to replicate the profile solution identified in Study 1 with a
different sample. Study 2 also sought to investigate work, family, and wellbeing
outcomes of work-family conflict through the mediation of target-specific psychological
guilt and how profiles interacted with work-family conflict to predict match-domain
outcomes. Trait mindfulness was examined as a buffer that could potentially attenuate the
negative effects of work-family conflict on mental wellbeing.
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Chapter 2
Study 1: Establishing Work-Family Centrality Profiles
In the following sections, I define the terms and explain why a latent profile
approach can help uncover traditionally neglected themes in the work-family literature.
Then, I propose research questions and hypotheses regarding the emergence of potential
work-family centrality profiles, and their antecedents and outcomes.
Work Centrality and Family Centrality
Work centrality describes the extent to which one’s identification with work role
is central to one’s self-identity (Kanungo, 1982). By the same token, family centrality
describes the extent to which one’s identification with family role is central to one’s selfidentity. The self-identity theory (Stryker, 1968, 1987, 1989) postulates that one’s
psychological self-identity is comprised by multiple components and each of which is
formed through social interactions in different roles. Thus, a person can have multiple
role identities (e.g., employee, father, husband, volunteer, etc.) that jointly define who he
or she is. Since these identities are organized hierarchically (Stryker, 1968, 1980), some
role identities are of greater importance and are placed closer to the core of one’s overall
self-identity. Work centrality and family centrality therefore indicate one’s commitment
to their work roles and family roles as they further develop into one’s work identity and
family identity, respectively. Empirical evidence, though limited, has suggested that work
centrality is associated with higher job satisfaction (Tziner et al., 2014), organizational
commitment (Carr et al., 2008), Protestant work ethic (Hirschfeld & Field, 2000), and
lower leisure ethic (Hirschfeld & Field, 2000); family centrality is associated with poorer
job attitudes (Carr et al., 2008), and higher marital satisfaction (Xie et al., 2017).
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Work centrality and family centrality represent two parallel continua rather than
the opposite ends of one scale. According to the identity theory (e.g., Stryker, 1968),
these two different types of centrality are rooted in two independent identities (work
identity and family identity), which are formed and developed separately as one grows
and matures. Thus, one’s level on one construct should have little or no influence on the
other. However, not all researchers agreed with this notion. In some studies (e.g., Carr et
al., 2008; Paullay et al., 1994) these two constructs were measured on one continuous
scale with higher scores corresponding to higher work centrality and lower family
centrality. This view is limited in several ways. First, it fails to recognize the existence of
identities formed outside work and family domain that play a significant part in one’s
core self-definition. Scoring lower on the polarized measures thus does not always
indicate higher family centrality but rather higher values surrounding a third identity
(e.g., being a musician or volunteer during leisure time). Second, it adopts an outdated
perspective on work-family interface treating them as two incompatible domains that
compete for resources. Modern conceptions have shifted toward a more integrated view
of work and family in which experiences in one domain might facilitate and enhance the
experiences in the other domain by sharing resources (Frone, 2003). Thus, the present
study treats work and family centrality as two independent constructs measured by
separate instruments. Only one previous study (Bagger & Li, 2012) has taken this
approach but from a conventional variable-centered perspective. Building upon their
study, the present study takes a person-centered route to further examine interplay of
these two constructs.
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Work centrality and family centrality are distinct from other commonly studied
constructs in the work-family literature. Whereas “work identity” and “family identity”
describe the extent to which individuals identify with their work roles and family roles,
respectively (Greenhaus et al., 2012), work centrality and family centrality emphasize
how much individuals value these distinctive role identities with respect to their overall
self-identity. Different from “job involvement” and “family involvement” which are used
to describe how one’s current job and family life are central to one’s life within a specific
timeframe (Kanungo, 1982), work centrality and family centrality capture one’s
normative values and beliefs regarding one’s work and family role identities in general
without specific contexts. Work centrality and family centrality, therefore, could be
viewed as part of one’s belief system that guide one’s behaviors and attitudes across a
wide range of contexts. Unlike “psychological centrality” which does not specify which
social role identity is under research investigation (Stryker & Serpe, 1994), work
centrality and family centrality specify the relative importance of specific identities
associated with different life domains. Work centrality and family centrality are also
distinct from the concepts of job commitment and family commitment. Whereas work
centrality and family centrality are theorized as internalized normative values and beliefs
over a long period of time, job commitment and family commitment concern about one’s
psychological bond with his or her work organization and family (Graves, Ohlott, &
Ruderman, 2007; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012).
The current study aims to use latent profile analysis to identify work-family
centrality profiles that are determined by a person’s standings on work centrality and
family centrality conjunctively. For instance, one can score low on work centrality and
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high on family centrality or score high on both yielding two distinct profiles. Such
person-centered approach allows us to study the patterns of individuals’ standings on a
set of variables. The traditional variable-centered approach, on the other hand, only
allows to examine the relationships among a group of variables across individuals
through correlational and regression methods. Only one study (Bagger & Li, 2012) has
attempted to test the combined effects of work centrality, family centrality in a three-way
interaction. Their results showed that work centrality and family centrality together
interacted with family-to-work conflict in predicting job and family satisfaction. None so
far, however, has taken a person-centered approach to study work centrality and family
centrality.
Latent Profile Approach: A Person-Centered Approach
Studying unobserved subpopulations using a latent profile approach is
increasingly accepted by organizational scientists within the last decade. The theory
underlying this approach is that populations can be classified into unique subgroups or
profiles based on the observed patterns of a group of attributes or observable individual
level characteristics (Wang & Hanges, 2011). This approach is not concerned with the
relationships between various attributes and individual characteristics across the
population (variable-centered), but rather takes an interest in scoring patterns of each
individual within the population (person-centered).
The latent profile approach has theoretical and methodological advantages over
the traditional variable-centered approach. First, it allows researchers to discover all
possible quantitatively and qualitatively distinct profiles that are configured jointly by a
set of variables (Gabriel, Daniels, Diefendorff, & Greguras, 2015). This means that,
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quantitatively, profiles discovered in a population can be distinguished by absolute values
of the profile indicators. For instance, the analysis may discover a profile that is high on
both work centrality and family centrality, and another profile that is low on both
dimensions. Qualitatively, identified profiles will also have their unique shapes that
differentiate one from another. For instance, a profile that is moderate on work centrality
and low on family centrality should be visually distinguishable by its shape from a profile
that is low on both work centrality and family centrality.
Second, latent profile approach makes it possible to study the correlates,
antecedents, and outcomes associated with each profile (Marsh, Lüdtke, Trautwein, &
Morin, 2009). With a latent profile analysis, a group of participants are classified into a
number of distinguishable profiles based on the patterns of their standings on the
indicators. The derived profile membership then becomes a new variable to be predicted,
correlated, and used to predict other variables. This allows the extension of understanding
of each profile from answering what makes each profile so unique to answering the
questions – what predicts different profiles and what different profiles predict. The
traditional variable-centered approach, on the other hand, only reports results on the
aggregated level across the study sample failing to recognize the uniqueness of each
participant in the study. Moreover, variations among individuals are often masked by
sums or averages (Lee et al., 2015) or even treated as error variance in between-subjects
designs rather than the subject of research interests as with the latent profile approach.
Thus, with the traditional variable-centered approach, what makes each individual unique
is minimized and within population variations and unique subgroups are undiscovered.
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Third, the power of predicting behaviors, feelings, and attitudes could be even
stronger when taking a holistic approach to studying patterns of individuals’ standings on
an array of attributes and characteristics. This can be difficult to achieve with a variablecentered approach. Although joint effects of multiple variables can still be handled by
formulating two-way or three-way interactions, once the number of variables goes above
three the interpretation of results can become extremely difficult (Morin, Morizot,
Boudrias, & Madore, 2011). Such limitation does not reside with the latent profile
approach.
Studies on work centrality and family centrality so far have been exclusively
adopting a variable-centered approach (e.g., Bal & Kooij, 2011; Tziner et al., 2014).
However, several profiles analysis of emotional labor (Gabriel et al., 2015), work
commitment (Kabins, Xu, Bergman, Berry, & Willson, 2016), and work motivation
(Valero & Hirschi, 2016) have set examples for studying the concepts of work centrality
and family centrality. The present study adopts similar procedures as explained in these
studies by first proposing quantitatively and qualitatively distinct work-family centrality
profiles. Because one can score low, medium, or high on work centrality and family
centrality independently, nine different profiles may emerge from the population with
varying frequencies. These nine hypothetical profiles are illustrated in Figure 1. Thus, in
this study, I am interested to answer the following research question:
Research Question 1: Are there distinctive work-family centrality profiles?
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Basic Human Values as Antecedents of Work-family Centrality Profiles
It is important to know what predict different work-family centrality profiles.
From a practical standpoint, this may be potentially beneficial for organizations to assess
and select talents that belong to desirable profiles. The current study specifically focuses
on three basic human values proposed by Schwartz (1992, 1994) as potential antecedents
of profile memberships – achievement, benevolence, and stimulation. These values are
universal across cultures and national borders. Several large-scale empirical studies (e.g.,
Davidov, Schmidt, & Schwartz, 2008; Schwartz, 1992) have shown that these values held
reasonable construct equivalence across 20 nations and therefore, shared universal
meanings. They are chosen for several reasons. First, they are inherently and
fundamentally related to work and family centrality as they all reflect internalized
personal values about certain entities. As Schwartz (1992, 1994, 2012) has explained,
values are beliefs that drive individuals’ actions towards desirable goals. They serve as
the original motivational forces that initiate thoughts, feelings, and actions that people
engage in across a broad range of settings, including workplace, home, and communities.
Second, these values are most likely developed early in life preceding the formation of
other values temporarily (e.g., work centrality and family centrality) and tend to be stable
over time. Third, these values are functioning context-free meaning that once developed
they direct one’s attitudes and behaviors regardless of specific situations one is in,
making them ideal antecedents for other variables.
The first basic value – benevolence refers to one’s desire to protect and enhance
the welfare of those one remains personal and intimate contact with (Schwartz, 2012).
This value is particularly concerned with being loyal, responsible, helpful, and providing
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genuine and unconditional love to family members and close friends. Individuals who
hold strong benevolence values are more likely to prioritize family role responsibilities
over other ones and hold family role identities central to one’s overall identity. One study
found a negative relationship between benevolence and job involvement which reflects
one’s work centrality manifested in a particular job (Kernan, Watson, Chen, & Kim,
2011). This value may drive individuals to invest, develop, and nurture intimate
relationships that they share with close family members and significant others more than
they do to people whom they only share professional work relationships with. Thus,
individuals with strong benevolent values are more likely to be classified into familyfocused profiles.
Achievement values drive one’s behaviors to achieve success through
demonstrating competencies that are appraised and valued by organizational and societal
standards (Schwartz, 2012). This value is in particular concerned with being intelligent,
influential, ambitious, and competent as judged and evaluated by social institutions (e.g.,
one’s work organization) and the society as a whole. Individuals who hold strong
achievement values are more likely to priority work role responsibilities over others and
hold one’s work role identities central to one’s core self-definition. According to
Schwartz (2012), their behaviors are driven by the goal of gaining social and societal
approval rather than meeting expectations of specific individuals. Research has found that
people with higher achievement values not only work longer hours (Frieze, Olson,
Murrell, & Selvan, 2006), but also are highly career oriented (Shea-Van Fossen &
Vredenburgh, 2011) and have higher work morale (Britt, Stetz, & Bliese, 2004), Thus,
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individuals with strong achievement values are more likely to be classified into workfocused profiles.
Stimulation in Schwartz’s framework refers to values that drive individuals to
seek new stimulations, excitements, and adventures in life. Individuals hold higher
stimulation values tend to search for exciting, adventurous, and daring elements in life
that could contradict conventional lifestyles in which work and family constitute
significant components. Neither work identity nor family role identity is likely to be held
central to one’s overall identity when an individual has strong stimulation values. Instead,
they may prioritize activities from outside work and family domains. For instance, they
may develop hobbies or engage in volunteering activities allowing them to form
independent identities outside work and family. Research has found that individuals with
high stimulation values were more likely to endorse looser moral standards (Watson &
Berkley, 2009) that may contradict traditional work and family values. Therefore,
individuals who are higher on stimulation values are more likely to be classified into the
unfocused profile in which work and family centrality are both scored low. Thus, in
Study 1, I am interested to answering the following question:
Research Question 2: Will the basic human values of benevolence, achievement,
and stimulation predict different work-family centrality profile membership?
Outcomes of Work-family Centrality
Individuals of different work-family centrality profiles are also expected to show
different levels of work behaviors, job attitudes, family attitudes, work-family dynamics,
and mental wellbeing. First, different work-family centrality profiles should predict
different levels of work behaviors, such as working extended hours and organizational
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citizenship behaviors. Results from a meta-analysis (Ng & Feldman, 2008) suggested that
high work centrality is correlated with longer work hours. When work role identity is
central to one’s self-concept, individuals may intentionally choose to spend more time at
work. Moreover, individuals with work-focused profiles are more likely than others to
work extended hours as a way to enhance the salience of work role identities. Workfocused profiles should also be associated with more organizational citizenship
behaviors, which describes “discretionary behaviors that are not directly or explicitly
recognized by the formal reward system and that, in the aggregate, promote the effective
functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Some examples of this type of
behaviors include, for example, helping a coworker with their tasks and giving up breaks
to complete more work. Empirical studies including meta-analytic research (e.g., Organ
& Ryan, 1995; Williams & Anderson, 1991) have consistently found that highly
committed employees tend to display more citizenship behaviors at work. Taking on
extra responsibilities outside one’s job description may be a way to reinforce the
importance of one’s work role identity, which may in turn encourage continuous
engagement in citizenship behaviors. A few studies have used a variable-centered
approach to test the relationship between organizational citizenship behavior and workcentrality as a singular variable. For instance, work centrality was positively correlated
with the civic virtue dimension of organizational citizenship behavior (Diefendorff,
Brown, Kamin, & Lord, 2002). In another study (Uçanok, 2009), higher work centrality
predicted more organizational citizenship behavior in all dimensions (helping,
responsibility, optimism).
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Second, work-family centrality profiles might also exhibit different relationships
with attitudinal outcomes, such as work engagement, job satisfaction, and family
satisfaction. For instance, work-focused profiles should predict higher levels of work
engagement and job satisfaction. Family-focused profiles should be related to higher
family satisfaction than other profiles. Work engagement is defined as a mental state in
which one feel emotionally and cognitively engaged at one’s job (Schaufeli, Salanova,
González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). It can be further decomposed into three separate
dimensions – vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor is indicated by high energy level,
working hard, and perseverance in the presence of challenges. Dedication refers to
commitment, enthusiasm, and pride for work. Absorption refers to being mentally
immersed and focused at work. Work centrality has been linked to work engagement (Bal
& Kooij, 2011). Individuals who view their work as an essential part of who they are, are
more likely to devote more energy and resources while at work as to reinforce their work
identity.
Job satisfaction refers to the degree of positive feelings felt towards one’s job
(Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012). Similarly, family satisfaction describes positive
feelings towards one’s family life. Bagger and Li (2012) found that while higher work
centrality predicted greater job satisfaction, family centrality was positively related to
family satisfaction. This may be because that people are more likely to invest in the roles
that are important to them hence strengthen the salience of these role identities. Positive
reactions are likely to follow especially when such efforts result in intended outcomes.
Negative events are also less likely to affect one’s domain-specific satisfaction if one’s
identity is loosely tied to that domain (Bagger & Li, 2012).
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Third, different profile memberships will be associated with different levels of
work-family conflict and satisfaction with work-family balance. Work centrality has been
related to long work hours (Ng & Feldman, 2008), higher sense of work responsibility
(Uçanok, 2009), job involvement (Diefendorff et al., 2002), organizational commitment
(Carr et al., 2008), and work ethics (Hirschfeld & Field, 2000), all of which can
potentially compel individuals to put their work before family. Work-to-family conflict
has also been studied as potential outcomes of these variables, including work hours
(Major et al, 2002), organizational embeddedness (Ng & Feldman, 2012), and work role
involvement (Frone, 2003), etc. Thus, work-focused profiles should be associated with
the highest level of work-to-family conflict while family-focused profiles should exhibit
the highest level of family-to-work conflict.
Satisfaction with work-family balance is defined as one’s overall evaluation of the
degree of success in balancing work and family roles (Valcour, 2007). According to
Valcour (2007), this construct encompasses not only a cognitive component – cognitive
appraisal of how well one balances multiple roles across domains, but also an affective
component – the degree of positive feelings toward the current state regarding role
balance. I predict that individuals with dual-focused work-family profiles will report the
highest level of satisfaction with work-family balance among all the profiles. The control
theory put forth by Lord and Hanges (1987) states that behaviors are guided by an
internal set of standards that serve as goals; the discrepancy between one’s current state
and the desired state will motivate individuals to take corrective actions to reduce or
eliminate that discrepancy. People with dual-focused profiles will likely rate their work
and family roles as equally important are more likely to make efforts toward achieving a
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balanced work-family life. For people with other profiles, goals related to a single
domain, such as career advancement, financial security, successful parenting, or
successful marriage may take precedence over double domain goals, and have lower level
of satisfaction with work-family balance.
Forth, being classified into different work-family centrality profiles may also have
implications on one’s mental wellbeing indicated by perceived stress and depressive
symptoms. Research have shown that as certain role identity grows to be more central to
one’s self-worth, the stress derived from performing that role tends to intensify resulting
in more detrimental effects on one’s mental wellbeing (Martire, Stephens, & Townsend,
2000; Thoits, 1992). Profiles characterized by high or extreme values on work centrality
and family centrality are more likely to be associated with greater perceived stress and
depressive symptoms than other profiles that are moderate or low on both constructs.
Lastly, empirical studies have supported the mediating role work-to-family
conflict for the relationships between job demands (e.g., workload) and mental and
physical health (e.g., Lu & Chang, 2014; Magee, Stefanic, Caputi, & Iverson, 2012), and
between resources (e.g., supervisor support, personal empowerment, and core selfevaluation) and burnout and job satisfaction (e.g., Braunstein-Bercovitz, 2013; Haines,
Harvey, Durand, & Marchand, 2013; Lu & Chang, 2014). Family-to-work conflict also
mediated the relationships between family support, supervisor support, couple cohesion
and job satisfaction and family satisfaction (e.g., Lu & Chang, 2014; Pattusamy & Jacob,
2017). Thus, I predict that work-family conflict will mediate the effects of work-family
centrality profile on the distal outcomes. In this study, I also investigate the following
research questions:
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Research Question 3: Will different work-family centrality profiles be associated
with different levels of work behaviors, job attitude, family attitudes, work-family
dynamics, and mental wellbeing?
Research Question 4: Will the effects of work-family centrality profiles on the
distal outcomes be mediated by work-family conflict?
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Chapter 3
Study 1: Method
Participants and Procedures
Participants in this study were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk;
www.mturk.com), which provides researchers a convenient platform to post Human
Intelligence Tasks (HITs) in order to collect research data. MTurk workers who met the
following criteria were allowed to view the HIT for the present study and decide whether
they would like to participate: (a) HIT approval rate is greater than or equal to 95%; (b)
the number of HITs approved is greater than or equal to 500; and (c) the location is
United States. A HIT was posted with the information about the study and a hyperlink to
the online survey hosted on Qualtrics. The survey began with an electronic informed
consent form where participants must select “Agree” in order to proceed. Two attention
check questions (“I have paid no attention to this survey so far.”) were randomly inserted
into the survey. The option “Strongly Disagree” was considered the correct answer to
these questions. Two versions of the survey were created with the order of the work
centrality measure and the family centrality switched to counterbalance the order effects.
The online survey was programed in a way so that each respondent had 50% chance to be
assigned to either version.
To be fully qualified for the study, individuals must also (a) be over age 18; (b) be
living with at least one family member (e.g., spouse, romantic partner, children, parents,
etc.) at the time of the study; (c) be full-time or part-time employed; and (d) work at least
30 hours per week. The survey automatically ended if responses did not match these
criteria. MTurk workers who met all the above criteria were compensated with two
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dollars if they completed the survey and passed both attention check questions. The final
sample size was 1,682 consisting of 45.2% males and 54.8% females. The majority of the
workers were White (77. 3%), followed by African American (7.6%), Asian (6.1%), and
Latino (5.8%). The average age was 37 years old (SD = 11.16). All workers were
working full-time or part-time with an average of 40.61 hours per week (SD = 5.64) and
an average job tenure of 6.35 years (SD = 6.01). On average, they were living with three
family members. The participants also self-identified the industry they were working in
with Education and Training (13.6%) being most common followed by Health Science
(10.9%), Information Technology (8.9%), Manufacturing (8%), Finance (7.9%), Science,
Technology, Engineering & Mathematics (6.8%), Human Services (6.7%), Business
Management & Administration (6.4%), and Hospitality & Tourism (5.8%).
Measures
Work centrality. Work centrality was measured by the 12-item scale used in
Hirschfeld and Field (2000). It was originally developed by Paullay, Alliger, and StoneRomero (1994). Responses were recorded on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 =
strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree. A sample item is “Work should be considered
central to life.” Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .88.
Family centrality. Family centrality was measured by the same scale as work
centrality except that the word “work” was replaced with “family”. Two items were
removed (“I would probably keep working even if I didn’t need the money” and “If the
unemployment benefit was really high, I would still prefer to work”) since they are not
relevant to the concept. Cronbach’s alpha was .90.
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Basic human values. Part of the Schwartz Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992) was
used to measure the three basic human values – benevolence, achievement, and
stimulation. Participants were asked to rate the importance of a list of values on a 7-point
scale, ranging from 1 = not important at all to 7 = of supreme importance. An example
item for benevolence subscale is “Helpful (working for the welfare of others).” An
example item for achievement subscale is “Successful (achieving goals).” An example
item for stimulation subscale is “An exciting life (stimulating experiences).” Cronbach’s
alpha was .85, .83, and .83 for benevolence, achievement, and stimulation, respectively.
Work hours. Participants were asked to report the average number of hours they
work during a typical week.
Organizational citizenship behavior. Organizational citizenship behavior was
measured by the 10-item short version of OCB-Checklist developed by Spector, Bauer,
and Fox (2010). The instruction asked participants to indicate how many times in a
typical week they engage in each of the voluntary behaviors at work. Answers were
recorded on a 5-point scale (0 = never, 4 = four or more times). Cronbach’s alpha
was .86.
Work engagement. Work engagement was assessed by the 9-item short version of
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Responses were
recorded on the 7-point scale ranging from 0 = never to 6 = always/every day. The scale
measures three sub-dimensions of work engagement: vigor, dedication, and absorption.
One vigor item is “At my work, I feel bursting with energy.” One dedication item is “I
am proud on the work that I do.” One absorption item is “I feel happy when I am working
intensely.” Cronbach’s alpha was .94.
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Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was assessed by three items from Cammann and
colleagues (1979) on a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). One
example item is “All in all, I am satisfied with my job.” Cronbach’s alpha was .92.
Family satisfaction. Family satisfaction was assessed by five items from the
Satisfaction with Family Life Scale (Zabriskie & Ward, 2013). The items were rated on a
7-point scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. One example item
is “In most ways my family life is close to ideal.” Cronbach’s alpha was .93.
Work-family conflict. Work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict was
each measured by 9 items from the scale developed by Carlson, Kacmar, and Williams
(2000). Responses were recorded on a 5-point anchor ranging from 1 = strongly disagree
to 5 = strongly agree. An example work-to-family conflict item is “My work keeps me
from my family activities more than I would like.” A family-to-work conflict item is
“Due to stress at home, I am often preoccupied with family matters at work.” Cronbach’s
alpha was .90 for work-to-family conflict and .88 for family-to-work conflict.
Satisfaction with work-family balance. Satisfaction with work-family balance was
assessed by five items from Valcour (2007). Participants were asked to indicate how
satisfied they are with each item on a 5-point scale (1 = very dissatisfied, 5 = very
satisfied). An example item is “the way you divide your time between work and personal
or family life.” Cronbach’s alpha was .95.
Perceived stress. Perceived stress was measured by five items from Voydanoff
(2005). Participants were asked to indicate how often they have felt certain ways in the
last month on a 5-point scale (0 = never, 4 = fairly often). One example item is “felt
nervous and stressed.” Cronbach’s alpha was .89.
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Depressive symptoms. Depressive symptoms were measured by seven items from
the depression subscale of the Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (Antony, Bieling, Cox,
Enns, & Swinson, 1998). Respondents were asked to rate their experiences over the last
week. Items are scored on a 4-point scale ranging from 0 = did not apply to me at all to 3
= applied to me most of the time. One example item is “I felt that life was meaningless.”
Cronbach’s alpha was .95.
Analysis
The three-step procedure by Asparouhov and Muthén (2013) was followed to
identify the latent profile structure and to examine antecedents and distal outcomes
associated with the profiles. Mplus Version 7.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2010) was
used to perform all the analysis. The first step involved establishing the number of latent
profiles within the dataset. Work centrality and family centrality specified as two profile
indicators. Following the recommendations of Nylund, Asparouhov and Muthén (2007), I
the number of profiles was specified as two in the beginning and increased the number by
one in subsequent models until the optimum fit statistics were achieved. The final profile
structure retained should show lower log likelihood (LL), Akaike information criterion
(AIC), Bayesian information criterion (BIC), and sample-size-adjusted Bayesian
information criterion (SSA-BIC). Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio (LMR) and
bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT) should be both significant. The optimal profile
solution should also have a larger entropy than other profile structures. In Step 2, the
antecedents of the identified profiles were examined using the R3STEP command in
Mplus. Logistic regressions were carried out this in step since the outcome variable
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(profile membership) was categorical. In Step 3, DCON command in Mplus was used to
conduct mean comparisons between profiles on various distal outcomes.
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Chapter 4
Study 1: Results
Means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliabilities of the study variables
are presented in Table 1. To answer Research Question 1, latent profile analysis was
performed to first determine the number of profiles represented in the sample. Fit
statistics for different profile structures are reported in Table 2. The 4-profile structure
appeared to be superior to other profile structures. The LL, AIC, BIC, SSA-BIC values
for the 4-profile structure were lower than the 2-profile and 3-profile structure and had
the highest entropy among all possible structures. The 5-profile structure had lower LL,
AIC, BIC, SSA-BIC values than the 4-profile structure, but its LMR was not significant
and its entropy value was smaller than the 4-profile solution. The 4-profile structure was
hereby determined to be the final solution. Table 3 displays the estimated means and 95%
confidence intervals of the two indicators – work centrality (WC) and family centrality
(FC), for each profile. Cohen’s d effect sizes are also included in the table indicating
standardized differences in the indicators between any two selected profiles. Profile 1
was represented in 2.02% of the sample with both low work centrality and family
centrality (MWC = 2.03; MFC = 2.66). Therefore, I labeled the profile unfocused. Profile 2
was the second largest cluster represented in 42.63% of the sample. I labeled it moderate
dual-focused since work centrality and family centrality are both in the middle range
(MWC = 3.11; MFC = 3.98). Profile 3 had the least number of representations in the sample
(1.07%). Individuals who were classified into this profile exhibited moderate work
centrality but low family centrality (MWC = 4.06; MFC = 2.18). Thus, I labeled this profile
moderate work-focused. Profile 4 was most common with 54.28% of the sample being
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classified into it. Individuals who had this profile exhibited relatively low work centrality
but very high family centrality (MWC = 2.54; MFC = 5.16). Because of this I labeled this
profile high family-focused. These four profiles are illustrated in Figure 3. The first
research question was therefore answered. Out of the nine predicted profiles, four
distinctive work-family centrality profiles emerged.
In order to investigate Research Question 2, a series of logistic regression were
performed with the R3STEP command to test the antecedents of the profiles. Results are
summarized in Table 4. Individuals with higher benevolence values were more likely to
be classified into Profile 4 – the high family-focused profile than the moderate dualfocused profile (Profile 2) or the unfocused profile (Profile 1). Individuals who strongly
endorsed achievement values had higher chances to be moderate work-focused (Profile 3)
versus being unfocused (Profile 1) or moderate dual-focused (Profile 2). High familyfocused profile (Profile 4) also had higher level of achievement than the unfocused
(Profile 1) and the moderate dual-focused (Profile 2). The high family-focused profile
and the moderate work-focused profile were not significantly different from each other
on achievement. The four profiles were not significantly different from each other on
stimulation values. Figure 4 illustrates the four profiles and their levels on these three
values.
Distal outcomes of the profiles were examined with the DCON command to
analyze mean differences between two chosen profiles (Research Question 3). Results are
presented in Table 5. Figure 5–14 illustrates the standardized mean differences among the
four profiles on the distal outcomes. The weekly work hours for the unfocused profile
was significantly lower than all other profiles (Cohen’s d ranged from 0.26 to 0.50). All
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other profiles were not significantly different on this outcome. The four profiles were
significantly different from each other on the frequency of organizational citizenship
behaviors (OCB). The moderate work-focused profile (Profile 3) had the highest level of
OCB, followed by the moderate dual-focused profile (Profile 2), the high family-focused
profile (Profile 4), and the unfocused profile (Profile 1) with Cohen’s d ranging from 0.02
to 2.59. With regard to job attitudes, the unfocused profile (Profile 1) had the lowest work
engagement (Cohen’s d ranged from 0.56 to 1.18) and the lowest job satisfaction than all
other profiles (Cohen’s d ranged from 0.40 to 0.79). Individuals with the high family
focused profile (Profile 4) were most satisfied with their jobs (Cohen’s d ranged from
0.08 to 0.79).
Additionally, the high family-focused individuals (Profile 4) also reported the
highest level of satisfaction in the family domain, followed by the moderate dual-focused
profile (Profile 2), the moderate work-focused profile (Profile 3), and the unfocused
profile (Profile 1; Cohen’s d ranged from 0.05 to 1.68). Individuals classified into the
high family-focused profile (Profile 4) also experienced the lowest level of work-family
conflict and the highest level of satisfaction with work-family balance than any other
profiles. The moderate dual-focused profile (Profile 2) had the highest level of workfamily conflict in both directions (Cohen’s d ranged from 0.14 to 0.31 for work-to-family
conflict and from 0.11 to 0.44 for family-to-work conflict). The unfocused profile
(Profile 1) and the moderate work-focused profile (Profile 3) were not distinguishable on
the level of work-family conflict. Individuals with the unfocused profile (Profile 1)
reported the lowest level of satisfaction with work-family balance across the sample
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(Cohen’s d ranged from 0.24 to 0.47). The moderate dual-focused profile (Profile 2) and
the moderate work-focused profile (Profile 3) were not different on this outcome.
Lastly, the unfocused profile (Profile 1) and the moderate work-focused profile
(Profile 3) consistently showed the worst mental wellbeing outcomes. Although not
distinguishable from each other, these two profiles reported the highest levels of
perceived stress (Cohen’s d ranged from 0.16 to 0.78) and depressive symptoms (Cohen’s
d ranged from 0.02 to 1.37). Individuals with the high family-focused profile (Profile 4)
experienced the lowest levels of perceived stress (Cohen’s d ranged from 0.21 to 0.78)
and depressive symptoms (Cohen’s d ranged from 0.34 to 1.37).
Research Question 4 explores whether the effects of work-family centrality
profiles on various outcomes are mediated by work-family conflict. The mediation was
modeled in Mplus. The four profiles were dummy-coded into three new variables with
Profile 1 set as the reference group. Results did not support any of the mediating paths
(see Table 6–38). This was due to the fact that the profiles were not significant predictors
of work-family conflict in either direction. Despite of that, both work-to-family conflict
(WFC) and family-to-work conflict (FWC) predicted work hours (ßWFC = 1.03, ßFWC
= .46, p < .05), organizational citizenship behavior (ßWFC = .13, ßFWC = .11, p < .05), work
engagement (ßWFC = -.36, ßFWC = -.23, p < .05), job satisfaction (ßWFC = -.49, ßFWC = -.30,
p < .05), family satisfaction (ßWFC = -.33, ßFWC = -.41, p < .05), satisfaction with workfamily balance (ßWFC = -.67, ßFWC = -.49, p < .05), perceived stress (ßWFC = .56, ßFWC
= .56, p < .05), and depressive symptoms (ßWFC = .31, ßFWC = .34, p < .05), consistent
with the work-family literature.
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Chapter 5
Study 1: Discussion
The present study explored the emergence of potential work-family centrality
profiles, and their antecedents and outcomes using a latent profile approach. In response
to Research Question 1, four distinct profiles emerged from the analysis: (a) the
unfocused profile, (b) the moderate dual-focus profile, (c) the moderate work-focused
profile, and (d) the high family-focused profile. In terms of the frequency distribution of
the profiles, the majority of the participants were high family-focused with high
identification with family-related roles but low identification with work-related roles.
This was followed by the second largest group – the moderate dual-focused individuals
who held work- and family-related roles equally important at a moderate level. These two
profiles combined together dominated close to 97% of the sample. The unfocused profile
only constituted a small portion of the sample. These individuals held neither family roles
nor work roles central to their self-identity. The moderate work-focused profile,
characterized by low family centrality and moderate work centrality, was even less
common than the unfocused profile.
Across the sample, people generally held moderate to high importance to family
roles and low to moderate importance to work roles values. The popularity of highly
imbalanced profiles may be explained by the negative moderate correlation between
work centrality and family centrality observed in the sample. Although in theory, work
centrality and family centrality are two independent constructs (Stryker, 1968), the result
was somewhat consistent with Bagger and Li (2012) who used similar measures and
reported a strong negative correlation between the two constructs. It is possible that in
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reality some people do see them as two competing values that are hard to achieve
balance.
Research Question 2 concerns with the antecedents of work-family centrality
profiles. In line with the earlier discussion, benevolence values are sufficient predictors of
family-focused profiles. Individuals with higher level of benevolence values are more
likely to be in classified into the high family-focused profile than other profiles except for
the moderate work-focused profile. Individuals who endorse benevolence values are
inclined to concern for other people’s welfare and wellbeing which is a central quality for
someone who place high importance on family roles.
Moreover, achievement values seem to drive goal attainment in both work and
family domain because individuals with higher achievement values have similar chances
to be classified into either the moderate work-focused profile or the high family-focused
profile. Individuals who hold strong achievement values thrive to achieve success in
accordance with the standards set by the organization they work for and the society the
organization is embedded in as a whole (Schwartz, 2012). However, what is often
neglected is that having a successful family that supplies one with life satisfaction also
constitutes an achievement valued by the society. The results thus empirically supported
this view by pointing out that embracing high achievement values does not disqualify
individuals from having a family-focused profile. Higher achievement values also seem
to lead to less balanced profiles, either work-focused or family-focused. Individuals with
a dual-focused profile may often have to sacrifice some goals in one domain in order to
achieve other goals in the other domain toning down one’s overall goal achievement.
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Further, stimulation values did not differentiate individuals’ profiles membership.
The fact that all participants were full- or part-time employees may have restrained the
range of variance on this response. One study has shown that self-employed workers
were more receptive to stimulation values which accent changes, novelty, and risks
compared to the ones with traditional employment (Warr, 2018). Individuals who prefer
stability, income security, and safe choices may therefore be more likely to work for
organizations that offer such experience, resulting in low scores on stimulation across the
sample.
With regards to profile outcomes, the unfocused profile consistently demonstrated
the worst work-related outcomes in terms of work hours, organizational citizenship
behaviors, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Individuals with this profile worked
the least, were least engaged in task and contextual performance, and were least happy
with their jobs. Although individuals with moderate work-focused profiles were not
necessarily happy workers, they were most dedicated to work. These results supported
the evidence that higher work centrality predicted longer work hours, higher engagement,
and more voluntary work behaviors (Bal & Kooij, 2011; Ng & Feldman, 2008; Uçanok,
2009). In contrast, individuals with the high family-focused profile although were
moderately dedicated to work, they were most satisfied with their jobs. With respect to
family satisfaction, the high family-focused profile and the unfocused profile were the
most and the least satisfied, respectively. In terms of work-family dynamics, the
moderate dual-focused profile was surprisingly the group that experienced the highest
level of conflict between work and family. The high family-focused profile had the
lowest level of work-family conflict and the greatest satisfaction with work-family
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balance. The unfocused profile once again was least satisfied with how they balance work
and family. Further, concerning wellbeing outcomes, the high family-focused profile was
associated with the highest level of mental fitness reflected in low perceived stress and
less depressive symptoms. Being moderately work-focused or unfocused were both
related to the worst mental health outcomes.
Taken together, the results suggested that when individuals belong to a profile
that is imbalanced but primarily focuses on family, they tend to respond to various role
demands most effectively. They manage to harvest the greatest joy from both work and
family life while maintaining the two domains well balanced. Probably because of these,
it explains why these individuals are least stressed and depressed comparing to all other
profiles. Having a family-oriented value system seems to have positive spillover effects
that go above and beyond the family domain itself, brighten one’s overall outlook on life,
and serve as an effective stress coping mechanism. The moderate work-focused
individuals were to the most dedicated employees, but such dedication does not guarantee
job satisfaction and their mental health is often compromised. The unfocused group
seems to be the least desirable as it is linked to the worst work, family, and mental
wellbeing outcomes comparing to all other profiles. They are least happy with both work
and family, and suffer the highest level of distress.
Finally, the results did not support the mediation of work-family conflict for the
relationships between work-family centrality profiles and distal outcomes. Although
work-family conflict in both directions demonstrated significant relationships with distal
outcomes in agreement with the work-family literature (e.g., Amstad et al., 2011; Haines
et al., 2013; Lu & Chang, 2014), the profiles were not ideal predictors of work-family
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conflict. Among all comparison pairs, only the moderate dual-focused profile and the
high family-focused profile were highly distinguishable from each other. Whereas higher
family centrality weakly predicted lower work-family conflict in both directions, work
centrality was only positively and weakly related to family-to-work conflict, partially
explaining the unsupported mediations.
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Chapter 6
Study 2: Replicating the Profiles and Understanding
Their Roles in Work-Family Contexts
Psychological guilt has been rarely studied as an individual construct in the workfamily literature. Instead, it is often studied along with other negative emotions under the
umbrella term negative affect (e.g., Ilies et al., 2007). Yet, scholars (Barsade & Gibson,
2007) have called for more in-depth examinations of discrete negative emotions in
organizational research. It is important to isolate the discrete emotion of guilt from other
negative affect and explore it by itself in work-family contexts for several reasons, First,
it allows us to gain a more nuanced understanding of this specific type of affective
experience in work-family settings in particular and can provide insights for research and
practices relating to work-family interface and workplace health promotion. Since
research in psychological guilt in work-family settings has been scant, there is still great
uncertainty surrounding this discrete emotion with regard to how it is generated and what
it impacts in work-family environment. Second, the emotion of guilt is a concept highly
relevant to work-family research since it is moral-driven (Berndsen et al., 2004) and its
occurrence may have close links to work- and family-related values which are the focal
subjects this dissertation. This emotion also serves important adaptive functions that
triggers the initiation of amending strategies in order to repair the damaged social
relationships (Shen, 2018). In work-family settings, such amendments could mean
various behavioral and attitudinal changes initiated by individuals in an attempt to regain
work-family balance. However, such adaptive process is still largely unknown and
understudied.

38
This study aims to examine this concept from two angles. First, the present study
investigates whether psychological guilt serves as an affective mediating mechanism
underlying the effects of work-family conflict. Past studies have demonstrated the
negative effects of work-family conflict on various work, family, and wellbeing
outcomes through the mediation of emotional exhaustion (Karatepe, 2013; Liu et al.,
2015), burnout (Thanacoody, Bartram, & Casimir, 2009), mental and physical health
(Carlson et al., 2011), value attainment (Perrewé et al., 1999), couple communication
(Carroll, Hill, Yorgason, Larson, & Sandberg, 2013), and marital behavior and perception
(van Steenbergen et al., 2014). A few studies (e.g., Ilies et al., 2007; Kafetsios, 2007) also
examined the mediating roles of positive and negative mood on the outcomes of workfamily conflict. Only one study so far (Judge et al., 2006) has looked at psychological
guilt as the mediation mechanism between work-family conflict and job and marital
satisfaction. More evidence needs to be collected to better understand what effects of
work-family conflict other than domain satisfaction could be channeled through one’s
emotional experience of guilt.
Second, the current study takes one step further by specifying the target (family
vs. employer) of psychological guilt when individuals strive to meet expectations in
multiple roles across work and family domains. Discrete emotions by definition often
have specific targets (Barsade & Gibson, 2007), meaning that it is possible to pinpoint the
person or the object that certain emotions are felt toward. However, the targets of discrete
emotions are often assumed rather than explicitly measured and this could lead to
ambiguity while interpreting the results. For instance, in one study (Judge et al., 2006) the
emotion of guilt reported at home was assumed to be the feeling of guilt toward family
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and the emotion of guilt reported at work was assumed to be felt toward employer. Such
approach is limited in that the cause or the target of emotion does not always reside in the
same physical location where one reports that emotion. It is possible that one feels guilty
about something unrelated to family when reports that feeling at home. To avoid such
ambiguity in interpretation and increase the accuracy of the measurement of discrete
emotions, the present study thus examines the construct of psychological guilt by
specifying its target to be either one’s family or employer.
This study also adopts the match-domain perspective in examining the outcomes
of work-family conflict. There are two competing views in the work-family literature
with regard to domain-specific outcomes of work-family conflict. The cross-domain
perspective posits that the conflict between work and family is most likely to have
primary effects on the domain where the conflict is causing problems (Frone, Rusell, &
Cooper, 1992). The negative effects of work-to-family conflict, therefore, are more likely
to reside in the family domain and family-to-work conflict are mostly likely to have
stronger effects in the work domain. For example, when one feels emotionally drained
from work, his or her performance in the family domain is likely to be compromised,
resulting in stress and dissatisfaction in the family domain. The matching-domain
perspective, on the other hand, predicts that conflict between work and family is most
likely to have stronger negative outcomes in the domain where the conflict originates.
According to this perspective, work-to-family conflict is more likely to have stronger
effects in the work domain, while the family-to-work conflict is more likely to have
stronger effects in the family domain. Although both perspectives have gained some
empirical support (e.g., Ernst Kossek & Ozeki, 1999; Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007;
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Li, Lu, & Zhang, 2013). the meta-analysis conducted by Amsted and colleagues (2011)
concluded that the matching-domain perspective received the most empirical support.
Thus, this study aims to first, replicate the profiles established in the Study 1 with
a different sample collected in the field. Second, it investigates match-domain work and
family outcomes and mental health outcomes of work-family conflict through the
potential mediation of psychological guilt. Guilt toward family is predicted to mediate the
effects of work-to-family conflict. Guilt toward employer is predicted to mediate the
effects of family-to-work conflict. These mediating effects are also expected to be
conditioned upon work-family centrality profiles and trait mindfulness.
Work-family Conflict and Guilt
Guilt is defined as one’s negative emotional responses to one’s own actions or
inactions (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994). Guilt here refers to an affective
state – one’s short-term emotional experiences, as opposed to a stable personality trait
that describes one’s long-term tendency to feeling guilty. Unlike other highly aroused
outward emotional experiences (e.g., anger, hostility), guilt is often directed inward onto
oneself with much less intensity (Tangney, 1999). Guilt is also charged by one’s senses
of morality since it is often experienced when one behaves against his or her own moral
standards (Berndsen et al., 2004). Guilt has commonly been studied as a negative,
sometimes distorted emotional response to traumatic events in the mental health
literature. Trauma-related guilt if often one of the symptoms of posttraumatic stress
disorder (PTSD) and is found related to suicidal ideation (e.g., Cunningham et al., 2017;
Tripp & McDevitt-Murphy, 2017). Guilt, as a discrete emotion, is a relatively
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understudied in the work-family literature as most studies focus on broad affective
dimensions, such as positive and negative affect (e.g., Ilies et al., 2007; Kafetsios, 2007).
The interpersonal nature of guilt (Berndsen et al., 2004) suggests that guilt may
play an important role in the work-family dynamics. The presence of work-family
conflict is likely to induce one’s feeling of guilt toward the domain where the conflict is
causing harm. Long work hours, emotional and physical exhaustion from work, and
behaviors required by work but incompatible with family environment could all become
major sources of work-to-family conflict that prevent individuals from participating in
family roles effectively. As a result of such conflict, the feeling of guilt toward one’s
family can naturally rise (Borelli, Nelson-Coffey, River, Birken, & Moss-Racusin, 2017).
The feeling of guilt toward one’s employer may also emerge when family matters
frequently interfere with one’s performance at work. Although the employer here is not a
real person, it could be seen as a humanized entity that a person shares a transactional
relationship with. According to Baumeister and colleagues (1994), employees tend to feel
guilty toward the employer if they are unable to deliver the promised level of
performance, especially when they feel they are over-compensated for what they put into
work. The equity theory (Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 1976) could further explain the
exchange relationship between an employee and an employer where both parties believe
fair returns for what each has to offer. When family-to-work conflict is high, the resulted
work interruptions, compromised performance, absence or lateness can induce the feeling
of guilt because the exchange does not seem fair any more. By tracking individuals for
two weeks, Judge and colleagues (2006) found that while family-to-work conflict
experienced at work positively predicted the feeling of guilt at work, work-to-family
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conflict experienced at home positively predicted guilt felt at home. However, in their
study the target of guilt (family vs. employer) was not specified. Several other studies
have also suggested that work-family conflict is linked to lower positive mood at home
(Ilies et al., 2007), higher negative mood (Kafetsios, 2007), and increased feeling of guilt
(Judge et al., 2006). Thus, I predict that:
Hypothesis 1: Work-to-family conflict is positive related to the feeling of guilt
toward family (a), and family-to-work conflict is positively related to the feeling
of guilt toward employer (b).
Guilt and Outcomes of Work-family Conflict
Next, I will discuss why psychological guilt may have implications on domainspecific behavioral, attitudinal, and wellbeing outcomes and why psychological guilt
should mediate the relationships between work-family conflict and outcomes. First, I
predict that the feeling of guilt targeting a specific domain will lead to corrective
behaviors in the other domain. Specifically, whereas guilt felt toward family will likely
elicit withdrawal behaviors at work, guilt felt for one’s employer is more likely to induce
withdrawal behaviors at home. Withdrawal behavior in this study refers to mild and
benign forms of counterproductive behaviors either at work or in the family settings
(Lehman & Simpson, 1992). Examples of this type of behaviors include putting less
efforts into work than used to, taking care of personal matters at work, reducing efforts at
home, and passing on own household duties to other family members. Unlike other more
aggressive and severe forms of withdrawal (e.g., stealing supplies, hostility toward
coworkers or spouse) from which damages are likely to take effects immediately (e.g.,
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Yragui, Demsky, Hammer, Dyck, & Neradilek, 2017), the withdrawal behaviors
examined in this study are more passive and their damaging effects may be less salient.
I argue that these withdrawal behaviors are initiated not to cause harm but are
rather acted out of the intention to amend the conflict situations between work and family
domains. The resource allocation theory (Norman & Bobrow, 1975) may be helpful to
explain this phenomenon. The theory states that the resources available to be distributed
to various tasks are finite within a specific timeframe. With this notion, spending more
resources in work-related tasks means less left for family tasks and vice versa. When one
feels guilty for underperforming family roles and responsibilities, he or she may become
motivated to withdraw resources from the work domain to make more available for the
family domain. Similarly, when one feels guilty for underperformance at work due to
personal matters, he or she may choose to allocate more resources (e.g., time, energy) to
the job by withdrawing resources and efforts from the family domain. The feeling of guilt
also signals individuals to make changes and amendments in order to gain forgiveness
from the party that has been hurt due to own wrongful actions (Baumeister et al., 1994).
Thus, the guilt toward either family or employer will signal individuals to re-evaluate
their work-family situation and make necessary adjustment in order to retrieve workfamily balance. Target-specific guilt may be taken as opportunities to re-allocate
available resources across domains and to make behavioral corrections although in the
form of withdrawal, a perhaps less effective coping strategy than many others (e.g.,
seeking supervisor support; Liu et al., 2015).
Second, feeling of guilt is likely affect negative domain-specific attitudes. This
may be consistent with the notion of psychological contract, which refers to ‘‘individual
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beliefs, shaped by the organization, regarding an exchange agreement between
individuals and their organizations’’ (Rousseau, 1995, p. 9). Expanding this concept to
family setting, one might believe that fair exchanges should also take place in the workfamily relationship. Failure to deliver expected job performance due to family
interference could trigger the feeling of violating the psychological contract with the
employer. By the same token, being unable to fully engage in family activities may
trigger the feeling of violating the psychological contract with the family. The feeling of
violation can further induce the feeling of guilt toward the party with whom the contract
has been violated (Berndsen et al., 2004). Individuals also tend to look for targets to
blame when one feels guilty about something (Parrott & Harré, 1996). In the situation of
high work-to-family conflict, besides feeling guilty toward the family, one might blame
work for making it difficult for him or her to meet family responsibilities. In the situation
where family-to-work conflict is high, apart from feeling guilty toward the employer, one
might point fingers at the family for being held back at work. Thus, guilt toward family
will likely result in low job satisfaction and the intention to quit the job; guilt toward
employer will likely lead to low family satisfaction and the intention to terminate the
domestic relationship. Regardless of the legitimacy of such blame, job and family
satisfaction might dampen and the intention to quit the job or end the relationship rises. In
addition, negative affective experiences in general including guilt are strong precursors of
job dissatisfaction, turnover intention, and lower organizational commitment (see the
meta-analysis by Thoresen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, & de Chermont, 2003).
Third, one’s psychological wellbeing, as indicated by perceived stress and
depressive symptoms, is likely to deteriorate when one is immersed in the negative
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emotions of guilt. Guilt is a form of emotional distress. People who reported feeling of
guilt often show other symptoms of psychological distress, such as anxiety, stress, and
depression (e.g., Barr, 2012; Serbic, Pincus, Fife-Schaw, & Dawson, 2016). Empirical
evidence has also consistently suggested that negative affect in general is often positively
related to depersonalization and emotional exhaustion, two common signs of degradation
of psychological wellbeing (see the meta-analytic study by Thoresen et al., 2003). Thus,
it can be expected that as the feeling of guilt toward either family or employer increases,
individuals are also likely to report worse mental wellbeing as indicated by increased
depressive symptoms and self-report perceived stress.
Lastly, I predict that the negative effects of work-family conflict on domainspecific outcomes are mediated by target-specific psychological guilt. Specifically, the
relationships of work-to-family conflict with the aforementioned outcomes are mediated
by the guilt toward family, and the relationships of family-to-work conflict with the
aforementioned outcomes are mediated by the guilt toward employer. Affective events
theory (AET; Weiss & Crospanzano, 1996) can be useful to explain this mechanism.
AET suggests that work events induce affective reactions which, in turn, lead to affectdriven behaviors (e.g., withdrawal behavior) or judgement-driven behaviors (e.g., job
search behaviors) through changes in work attitudes (e.g., satisfaction). Affective
reactions can be short-term burst of intense emotions (e.g., anger, excitement) or mood
changes that last longer with lower intensity (e.g., guilt, sad, joy; Barsade & Gibson,
2007). Higher work-to-family conflict have predicted lower positive mood in general at
home which further predicted less social engagement in the family setting (Ilies et al.,
2007). The negative effects of work-family conflict on job satisfaction, psychological
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distress, and burnout were also mediated by negative mood in general (Kafetsios, 2007).
In one other study (Judge et al., 2006), individuals who experienced more work-to-family
conflict also reported more feeling of guilt at home which further predicted lower marital
satisfaction. However, participants in the study were not asked to specify the target of
guilt that they were feeling toward. To build on Judge and colleagues (2006) and take one
step further, I predict that:
Hypothesis 2: The feeling of guilt towards family will be positively related to
depressive symptoms (a), perceived stress (b), work withdrawal behavior (c),
intention to quit job (d), and negatively related to job satisfaction (e).
Hypothesis 3: The feeling of guilt towards employer will be positively related to
depressive symptoms (c), perceived stress (d), family withdrawal behavior (c),
intention to leave relationship (d), and negatively related to family satisfaction (e).
Hypothesis 4a: Work-to-family conflict will be positively related to work
withdrawal behavior, intention to quit job, and negatively related to job
satisfaction through the mediation of guilt toward family.
Hypothesis 4b: Family-to-work conflict will be positively related to family
withdrawal behavior, intention to leave relationship, and negatively related to
family satisfaction through the mediation of guilt toward employer.
Moderating Effect of Work-family Centrality Profiles
Work-family research has long been interested in the factors that condition the
relationships between work-family conflict and various outcomes. For instance, several
studies have examined the moderating effects of perceived managerial family support
(Liu et al., 2015), conscientiousness (Witt & Carlson, 2006), and career involvement
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(Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Collins, 2001) on the work-family conflict-outcome
relationship. A few studies have also investigated psychological centrality or its similar
constructs as the moderators. For example, in one study employees who were highly
involved in their career (known as career involvement) were found less likely to leave
their jobs even when work frequently interfered with family life (Greenhaus et al., 2001).
Similar results were found in another study (Carr et al., 2008) where workers with high
family centrality (and low work centrality) were more likely to turn over and less
satisfied with their jobs when work-to-family conflict was present. Employees with
higher work centrality also tended to report more depressed mood when work-related
boredom was high possibly due to career goal blockage (Hooff & Hooft, 2016).
Work-family centrality profile may be another potential moderator that affects
how individuals feel after experiencing conflict between work and family roles. As
suggested by the affective events theory (Weiss & Crospanzano, 1996), dispositions (e.g.,
personal values and personality traits) affect how individuals react affectively to workrelated events. Profile membership, which indicates an individual’s values, thus might
moderate the relationships between work-family conflict and the feeling of guilt. For
instance, individuals facing high work-to-family conflict may be more likely to
experience more guilt toward family if they have family-focused profiles. Similarly,
individuals experiencing high family-to-work conflict may be more likely to report more
guilt toward employer if they have work-focused profiles. This could be further explained
by the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), which posits that social relationships are
based in exchange process in which people share obligations to one another. One may
feel obligated to deliver satisfying performance to the employers in exchange for
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financial rewards or recognitions. In the family domain, one may feel obligated to take
care of family members in exchange for their care and affection. The feeling of guilt will
likely rise when one fails to fulfill his or her obligations to the exchange whether
happened at home or work. People with family-focused profiles are more likely to take
family obligations seriously. The presence of work-to-family conflict will potentially
increase the chances of failing one’s family obligations, thus the rise of psychological
guilt toward family. On the other hand, with work-focused profiles one is more likely to
take work obligations seriously. Worse task performance as the result of family-to-work
conflict will likely induce negative feelings (i.e., guilt toward employer) due to the
unfulfilled work obligations. Therefore, I propose that:
Hypothesis 5: The relationship between work-to-family conflict and the feeling of
guilt toward family will be stronger for individuals with family-focused profiles
than other profiles.
Hypothesis 6: The relationship between family-to-work conflict and the feeling of
guilt toward employer will be stronger for individuals with work-focused profiles
than other profiles.
Moderating Effect of Trait Mindfulness
I also predict that trait mindfulness will buffer the negative effects of
psychological guilt on mental wellbeing. Mindfulness is defined as the attention and
awareness of the present moment (Brown & Ryan, 2003). It can be operationalized as
both a dispositional trait or a mental state. Mindfulness in this study is referred to as a
dispositional trait that reflects one’s innate mental capability. According to Brown and
colleagues (2007), individuals with higher trait mindfulness often exhibit certain
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characteristics. For instance, they are fully aware and paying attention to what is going on
at the moment in their both internal (e.g., emotions, thoughts, bodily sensations, etc.) and
external (e.g., surroundings, conversations, events, etc.) environment. They also tend to
be observant while withholding judgment. Higher mindfulness is often associated with
higher positive affect (Chambers, Gullone, & Allen, 2009), life satisfaction (Brown &
Ryan, 2003), lower anxiety, depression (Grossman, Niemann, Schmidt, & Walach, 2004),
negative affect (Chambers et al., 2009), and stress (Brown & Ryan, 2003). Since the
feeling of guilt is considered as one of the negative emotions one experiences, individuals
with higher trait mindfulness should be more able to recognize such feeling and let it go
without letting it develop into more intense, negatively charged emotions. Trait
mindfulness is also frequently found associated with lower level of rumination, which
represents an unhealthy thinking pattern where individuals repetitively think and relive
their negative experiences (e.g., Borders & Lu, 2017; Selby, Fehling, Panza, & Kranzler,
2016). With higher mindfulness, individuals should more easily move on from the feeling
of guilt rather than ruminating on it, therefore, preventing the deterioration of mental
wellbeing. Thus, I predict that:
Hypothesis 7: Trait mindfulness will moderate the relationship between guilt
toward family and mental wellbeing as indicated by depressive symptoms and
perceived stress, such that the relationships will be weaker when trait mindfulness
is high.
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Hypothesis 8: Trait mindfulness will moderate the relationship between guilt
toward employer and mental wellbeing as indicated by depressive symptoms and
perceived stress, such that the relationships will be weaker when trait mindfulness
is high.
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Chapter 7
Study 2: Method
Participants & Procedures
Participants in Study 2 were recruited via multiple channels including Facebook,
university listserv, posting flyers, and cold emailing. The recruitment message was
identical across different platforms. Interested individuals were first directed to an online
screening survey to determine whether they were eligible to participate. Same inclusion
criteria in Study 1 were applied to this study. Participants must (a) live in the United
States; (b) be over 18 years old; (c) live with at least one family member (e.g., spouse,
romantic partner, children, parents, etc.); (d) be full-time or part-time employed; and (e)
work at least 30 hours per week. Individuals who met all the criteria received an email
the next day with detailed instructions to fill out the Time 1 Survey hosted on Qualtrics.
Each participant was rewarded with a $10 Amazon gift card upon completion. Four
weeks after submitting the first survey participants received another email with directions
to fill out the Time 2 Survey. It is a common practice to measure different constructs in
separate times to reduce common method bias associated with self-report surveys
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Each participant was rewarded with a
$15 Amazon gift card upon survey completion. Work-family conflict, work and family
centrality, psychological guilt, and trait mindfulness were measured in the Time 1
Survey. Psychological guilt, work, family, and wellbeing outcomes were measured in the
Time 2 Survey. Same with Study 1 the orders were switched between work centrality and
family centrality. Participants were randomly assigned to either version by the survey
software. Both Time 1 and Time 2 Survey contained two attention check questions – “I
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have paid no attention to this survey so far.” Around 70 participants were excluded from
the final analysis due to selecting the options other than “Strongly Disagree” to these
questions.
The final sample consisted of 168 individuals who met all the inclusion criteria
and passed all attention check questions in both waves of the surveys. These participants
were 33.3% males and 66.7% females with an average age of 38 years old (SD = 11.66).
The majority of the sample were White (79.2%) followed by Latino (8.9%), African
American (4.2%), and Asian (6%). On average, participants worked 42.55 hours per
week (SD = 6.36), had a job tenure of 5.58 years (SD = 6.8), and were living with two
family members. Since the recruitment efforts primarily targeted full-time and part-time
staff at the author’s university as well as other major educational institutions across
Florida, the majority of the participants were from the Education and Training industry
(63.1%). Other common industries were Science, Technology, Engineering &
Mathematics (8.3%), Business Management & Administration (4.8%), Human Services
(4.8%), and Health Science (4.2%).
Measures
Work and family centrality. Work centrality and family centrality were measured
with the same scales as in Study 1. Cronbach’s alpha was .87 for work centrality and .88
for family centrality.
Work-family conflict. Work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict were
measured with the same scales as in Study 1. Cronbach’s alpha was .88 for work-tofamily conflict and .87 for family-to-work conflict.
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Psychological guilt. Psychological guilt was measured by the guilt subscale from
the expanded form of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson & Clark,
1994). The guilt subscale contains six items and each of them is a word or phrase that
describes feelings and emotions close to guilt. Some examples of these items are “guilty”,
“blameworthy”, and “ashamed.” The instruction was altered so that participants were
specifically asked the extent to which they feel certain ways toward their family or
employer in the past few weeks. The scale anchors ran from 1 = very slightly or not at all
to 5 = extremely. Psychological guilt measured at Time 1 was used as control for Time 2
in the analysis. Cronbach’s alpha for psychological guilt toward family was .91 at Time 1
and .90 at Time 2. Cronbach’s alpha for psychological guilt toward employer was .90 at
Time 1 and .91 at Time 2.
Withdrawal behaviors. Work withdrawal behaviors were measured by an 8-item
scale adapted from Lehman and Simpson (1992). Respondents were instructed to rate
how often they experience each item at work during the past 12 months on the 7-point
anchor (1 = never, 7 = very often). Example items are: “Daydreamed” and “Put less effort
in the job than should have.” Family withdrawal behaviors were measured with the same
scale except for that items were adapted to family scenarios. Two items (“I would
probably keep working even if I didn’t need the money” and “If the unemployment
benefit was really high, I would still prefer to work”) were removed since they do not
apply to family settings. Cronbach’s alpha was .82 for work withdrawal behaviors
and .83 for family withdrawal behaviors.
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Domain satisfaction. Job satisfaction and family satisfaction were assessed by the
same scales as in Study 1. Cronbach’s alpha was .91 for job satisfaction and .92 for
family satisfaction.
Job turnover intention. Intention to leave one’s job was measured by three items
from Cohen (1999). One example item is “I think a lot about leaving the job.” Answers
were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s
alpha was .92.
Relationship turnover intention. Intention to withdraw from a romantic
relationship or marriage was measured by one item from Durup (1993): “How often have
you discussed or considered divorce, separation, or terminating your relationship?”
Answers were recorded on a 6-point frequency scale ranging from 1 = never to 6 = all the
time.
Trait mindfulness. Trait mindfulness was measured by the 15-item Mindful
Attention Awareness Scale developed by Brown and Ryan (2003). Items were rated on a
7-point Likert scale where 1 = almost never and 7 = almost always. Respondents were
instructed to indicate how frequent they have each experience. An example item is “I find
it difficult to stay focused on what’s happening in the present.” Cronbach’s alpha
was .90.
Perceived stress. Perceived stress was measured using the same scale as in Study
1. Cronbach’s alpha was .83.
Depressive symptoms. Depressive symptoms were assessed by the same scale as
in the first study. Cronbach’s alpha was .91.
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Analysis
The same analytical procedures as described in the previous study were used to
determine the profile structure. Once the final profile structure was retained, a categorical
variable was created accordingly to indicate profile membership of each individual. IBM
SPSS Process Macro (Hayes, 2008) was used to test the conceptual model. Specifically,
variables in Model 4 were specified with bootstrapping set at 10000 to test mediation
hypotheses. Moderations were tested by specifying Model 1 in the Process Macro. A
dummy variable was created for profile membership (Profile 1 was set as reference) to
test the moderation effects of the profiles. Psychological guilt toward family or employer
at Time 1 as well as age were tested as control variables throughout the analysis.
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Chapter 8
Study 2: Results
Means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliabilities of the study variables
are presented in Table 39. The latent class analysis with Mplus retained the 2-profile
solution. Fit statistics for fitting the data into two to four profiles are reported in Table 40.
The 3-profile structure had lower LL, AIC, BIC, SSA-BIC values than the 2-profile
structure, but its LMR value was not significant. The 2-profile structure also had the
highest entropy among all solutions indicating higher classification precision. Thus, the
2-profile structure was determined to be the final solution. These two profiles replicated
two out of the four profiles found in Study 1. Table 41 reports the estimated thresholds
and 95% confidence intervals of the two indicators (work centrality and family centrality)
for each profile. Cohen’s d effect sizes were calculated to indicate standardized
differences between the two profiles on the indicators. Most individuals (98.21%) were
classified into Profile 1. I labeled it the moderate dual-focused profile since it assembles
Profile 2 in Study 1. This profile is characterized by moderate levels of both work
centrality and family centrality (MWC = 3.14; MFC = 4.48). The rest of the sample (1.79%)
were classified into Profile 2, featuring low levels of both work centrality and family
centrality (MWC = 1.94; MFC = 2.21). I labeled the second profile the unfocused profile as
it assembles Profile 1 in Study 1. These two profiles are illustrated in Figure 15.
In testing Hypothesis 1 through 3 multiple regressions were conducted in SPSS.
Results are shown in Table 42– 44. Work-to-family conflict was positively related to
psychological guilt toward family (ß = .15, p < .05); family-to-work conflict was
positively related to psychological guilt toward employer (ß = .23, p < .05), supporting
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Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. Psychological guilt toward family
exhibited positive relationships with depressive symptoms (ß = .34, p < .05) and
perceived stress (ß = .54, p < .05), supporting Hypothesis 2a and 2b. In consistence with
Hypothesis 2c, greater psychological guilt toward family also predicted more work
withdrawal behaviors (ß = .39, p < .05) while controlling for age. Although consistent
with the predicted directions, psychological guilt toward family did not predict job
turnover intention (ß = .25, ns) or job satisfaction (ß = -.24, ns). Hypothesis 2d and 2e
were not supported. Moreover, psychological guilt toward employer was positively
associated with depressive symptoms (ß = .38, p < .05), perceived stress (ß = .48, p
< .05), withdrawal behaviors at home (ß = .62, p < .05), relationship turnover intention (ß
= .22, p < .05), and was negatively associated with family satisfaction (ß = -.58, p < .05),
fully supporting Hypothesis 3.
Mediations in Hypothesis 4 were tested with SPSS PROCESS Macro (Hayes,
2012). Results are summarized in Table 45–50. Psychological guilt toward family did not
mediate the relationships between work-to-family conflict and work withdrawal
behaviors, intention to quit job, or job satisfaction. Hypothesis 4a was not supported.
Hypothesis 4b, on the other hand, was partially supported. Psychological guilt toward
employer mediated the relationship between family-to-work conflict and family
withdrawal behaviors, as the 95% confidence interval for the indirect effect did not
include zero. The indirect effect of family-to-work conflict on family satisfaction via the
mediation of psychological guilt toward employer was also supported. Psychological
guilt toward employer did not mediate the relationship between family-to-work conflict
and relationship turnover intention once age and Time 1 psychological guilt toward
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employer were controlled. Taken together, Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. In
addition, although not stated in the hypotheses, additional mediation analysis was
performed to investigate whether psychological guilt mediated the relationships between
work-family conflict and mental health outcomes. Results are summarized in Table 61–
64. Psychological guilt toward family did not mediate the relationships between work-tofamily conflict and mental health indicators – depressive symptoms and perceived stress.
Psychological guilt toward employer was found to mediate the relationships between
family-to-work conflict and both mental health indicators.
To test the moderation effects of work-family centrality profile, a dummy variable
and its interaction terms were created. Profile 1 (the moderate dual-focused profile) was
set as the reference group. Work-family conflict, the dummy variable, and their
interaction term were then entered into the regression model. Results are presented in
Table 51 and 52. The interaction between work-to-family conflict and the dummy
variable was not a significant predictor of psychological guilt toward family (r = .99, ns).
The relationship between work-to-family conflict and the feeling of guilt toward family
was not moderated by work-family centrality profiles, lending no support to Hypothesis
5. Moreover, the interaction between family-to-work conflict and the dummy variable
had no significant effect on psychological guilt toward employer (r = .30, ns). Thus, the
relationship between family-to-work conflict and the feeling of guilt toward employer
was not moderated by work-family centrality profiles, rendering no support for
Hypothesis 6.
Further, the moderation effects of trait mindfulness were tested similarly by
creating its interaction terms with psychological guilt. Results are shown in Table 53–56.
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The interaction between trait mindfulness and psychological guilt toward family
significantly predicted depressive symptoms (r = -.20, p < .05) but not perceived stress (r
= .03, ns), partially supporting Hypothesis 7. Figure 16 shows that the pattern of this
interaction was consistent with the prediction. The positive relationship between
psychological guilt toward family and depressive symptoms was stronger for individuals
with lower trait mindfulness than those with higher trait mindfulness. Simple slope test
revealed that psychological guilt toward family had a strong positive relationship with
depressive symptoms (r = .49, p < .05) when trait mindfulness was one standard
deviation below the mean, but this relationship was not significantly from zero (r = .22,
ns) when trait mindfulness was one standard deviation above the mean. Additionally, the
interaction between trait mindfulness and psychological guilt toward employer had a
significant effect on depressive symptoms (r = -.18, p < .05) but not perceived stress (r =
-.00, ns), partially supporting Hypothesis 8. The pattern of this interaction was consistent
with the hypothesis as illustrated in Figure 17. The positive relationship between
psychological guilt toward employer and depressive symptoms was stronger for
individuals with lower trait mindfulness than those with higher trait mindfulness.
Psychological guilt toward employer had a strong positive relationship with depressive
symptoms (r = .48, p < .05) when trait mindfulness was one standard deviation below the
mean, but this relationship was not significantly from zero (r = -.04, ns) when trait
mindfulness was one standard deviation above the mean.
Last but not least, additional exploratory analysis was conducted to examine the
buffering effects of trait mindfulness in the relationships between psychological guilt and
attitudinal outcomes. Results are presented in Table 57–60. The interaction between
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psychological guilt toward family and trait mindfulness did not predict job satisfaction (r
= .14, ns) or job turnover intention (r = -.21, ns). The interaction between psychological
guilt toward employer and trait mindfulness was not a significant predictor of family
satisfaction (r = -.15, ns) or relationship turnover intention (r = .25, ns) as well.
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Chapter 9
Study 2: Discussion
This study aimed to first replicate the four work-family centrality profiles
identified in Study 1 using a field sample. Two profiles emerged and they highly
resembled two of the profiles established in the first study – the moderate dual-focused
profile and the unfocused profile. The moderate dual-focused profile, characterized by
moderate work centrality and family centrality, turned out to be a common profile across
both studies. The unfocused profile, low on both work centrality and family centrality,
emerged in both studies but was uncommon in both. The high family-focused profile and
the moderate work-focused profile were not present in this sample. The limited sample
size likely contributed to the lack of diverse profiles uncovered. Prior research has
pointed out that small samples often result in fewer extracted categories in latent class
analysis (Dziak, Lanza, & Tan, 2014; Nylund et al., 2007). Similar to the previous study,
family centrality was greater than work centrality across the sample but the distance
between the two constructs was much smaller compared to Study 1. This may have
explained why balanced work-family centrality profiles prevailed the current study.
Dissimilar to the findings in Study 1, work centrality and family centrality were not
correlated with each other in this study. This was in agreement with the identity theory
(Stryker, 1968) that identities associated with work and family roles form and develop
independently.
Second, the current study examined the indirect effects of work-family conflict on
work-, family-, and wellbeing-related outcomes via the mediation of target-specific
psychological guilt. Findings suggest that individuals who experience more work
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interference with family report greater feeling of guilt toward their family. When family
interferes with work, people tend to report more feeling of guilt toward one’s employer.
Judge and colleagues (2006) demonstrated that work-to-family conflict is linked to the
emotion of guilt reported at home and family-to-work conflict is related to the emotion of
guilt felt at work. The results from the current study extended their findings by showing
not only that work-family conflict might induce the emotion of guilt, but such emotion
has specific targets depending on which domain of life is being unfairly harmed by the
conflict. The fact that the relationship between work-family conflict and psychological
guilt occurred regardless of one’s profile also indicated that work-family conflict can
trigger moral reactions in individuals. It signals that something is wrong and certain
universally held moral standards have been violated since guilt is a moral-driven emotion
(Berndsen et al., 2004).
Moreover, the results demonstrated that psychological guilt has negatively effects
on work, family, and mental health outcomes. However, between the two types of
psychological guilt, the effects of guilt toward employer was shown to be more severe.
Psychological guilt toward family was positively linked to withdrawal behaviors at work.
Psychological guilt toward employer, on the other hand, was linked to more withdrawal
behaviors at home, higher intention to terminate a romantic relationship or marriage, and
lower family satisfaction. Both types of psychological guilt were associated with more
depressive symptoms and higher perceived stress. Family thus once again, was shown to
be more tolerant than work in absorbing conflict generated from an outside domain.
Moreover, psychological guilt toward employer was found to be the mediating
mechanism that explained the effects of family-to-work conflict on family outcomes.
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Frequent family interference with work has turned out to lead to more guilty feelings
toward one’s employer. As the result of this, individuals tend to withdraw more from
family activities, feel less satisfied with family life, and report higher perceived stress and
depressive symptoms. Family seemed to have become the target of blame and suffered
from the consequences of being the source of work-family conflict. The mediating paths
also fit well into the model of affective events theory (Weiss & Crospanzano, 1996),
which postulates that work events (family-to-work conflict) have a tendency to trigger
emotional reactions (psychological guilt toward employer) which can further lead to
emotional driven behaviors (family withdrawal) and judgement-driven behaviors
(reduced family satisfaction).
Third, work-family centrality profiles and trait mindfulness as boundary
conditions were tested. Work-family centrality profiles did not moderate the relationship
between work-family conflict and psychological guilt for several reasons. First, the final
profile structure lacked profile variety. The two found profiles were neither familyfocused nor work-focused lacking distinct characteristics required by the theory. The
relationship between work-family conflict and psychological guilt was expected to be
stronger only if individuals identify with roles in one domain more strongly than the
other. The current sample, however, lacked imbalanced profiles. Second, the imbalance
in profile frequency also contributed to the insignificant result. The fact that the
participants were predominantly moderate dual-focused reduced the power to discover
statistically significant relationships. Third, the small sample size of this study limited the
overall possibility of establishing a variety of profiles that include both balanced and
polarized profiles.
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The finding also demonstrated that trait mindfulness moderates the relationship
between target-specific psychological guilt and depressive symptoms. In other words, for
those with low dispositional mindfulness, experiences of more psychological guilt are
likely to lead to increased depressive symptoms. Such results were largely congruous
with the mindfulness literature which has consistently shown mental health benefits
associated with mindfulness (see reviews of Brown at el., 2007 and Grossman et al.,
2004). The inherent characteristics of mindfulness can perhaps help explain these
interactions. Mindfulness is nonjudgmental awareness of what is presently going on
internally and externally. Individuals with higher trait mindfulness are more likely to be
aware of the negative feelings of guilt; instead of fighting or ruminating on these feelings,
they tend to be more accepting of such negative feelings and be able to let them go. The
feeling of guilt is thus less likely to diminish one’s mental wellbeing when individuals
truly embrace mindfulness in their lives. Although the interaction between trait
mindfulness and psychological guilt was not a significant predictor of perceived stress,
trait mindfulness still shared a strong negative relationship with this outcome, consistent
with previous studies (e.g., Brown & Ryan, 2003).
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Chapter 10
General Discussion
The present research project introduces a person-centered concept – work-family
centrality profile – that takes account of how one prioritizes and organizes work and
family identities. Findings suggest that qualitatively and quantitatively different workfamily centrality profiles do exist in the population. The moderate dual-focused profile
and the unfocused profile, identified in the first study, were replicated in a different
sample in Study 2. Moreover, work-family centrality profiles can be predicted by basic
human values (Schwartz, 1992) and further predict a range of work-, family-, and
wellbeing- related outcomes. Results in study 2 suggest that psychological guilt as an
important mediator channels the effects of work-family conflict on match-domain
outcomes. Finally, although the work-family centrality profiles did not moderate the
effects of work-family conflict on psychological guilt, the results suggest that trait
mindfulness serves as a buffer that attenuates the detrimental effects of psychological
guilt on mental wellbeing.
Theoretical Implications
The present research fills several gaps in the existing work-family research. Frist,
this research represents the first empirical attempt to study work centrality and family
centrality from a person-centered perspective. Four quantitatively and qualitatively
distinct work-family centrality profiles were identified in the first study and two of them
were successfully replicated in the second study. While previous studies tend to assume
that all individuals strive to succeed in both work and family roles to the same extent
(e.g., Valcour, 2007), the present findings suggest that such assumption needs to be
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explicitly checked by evaluating personal values associated with different roles. The
discovery of distinct work-family centrality profiles in the present dissertation provides
evidence that not everyone values work and family roles to the same extent and that
work and family values can be centralized simultaneously but to various degrees.
Second, the findings provide evidence that people may be more willing than
research previously assumed to sacrifice performance in one domain in order to achieve
higher outcomes in others. For example, individuals with the moderate work-focused
profile tend to achieve top outcomes in their work roles but their family performance and
mental health are often compromised. The high family-focused profile, on the other hand,
is associated with the best outcomes in family domain but at a small expense of work
performance (e.g., less hours and citizenship behaviors). These individuals may set lower
career goals and expectations that could be easily fulfilled with their current skill set in
order to allocate more energy and resources to attend family life. Keeping high focus on
both work and family does not lead to best performance in both domains as individuals
with the moderate dual-focused profiles achieve only mediocre work and family
outcomes while experiencing the highest level of work-family conflict among all the
groups. They are committed to multiple roles but with many focuses in life, it becomes
difficult to effectively allocate limited resources without compromising performance in
one role or another.
Third, the findings contribute new knowledge with regard to the construct of
psychological guilt, a discrete negative emotion that has been rarely studied in workfamily research. Previous studies have not been able to identify specific discrete emotions
that channel the negative effects of work-family conflict (e.g., Kafetsios, 2007) or
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explicitly measure the target or cause of the emotion of guilt (e.g., Judge et al., 2006).
The current study for the first time investigated the emotion of guilt by separating its
targets (family vs. employer) and proposed it to be the focal mediating mechanism
connecting work-family conflict to its outcomes. The results suggested that individuals
tend to feel guilty toward the domain being harmed due to work-family conflict. Such
feeling toward employer further links to withdrawal intention and withdrawal behaviors
at home, reduced family satisfaction, and poorer mental wellbeing. This finding not only
pinpoint target-specific guilt as a focal affective reaction that drives withdrawal behaviors
and slipping attitudes at home, it also helps to understand why individuals tend to suffer
from mental health issues when experiencing conflict.
Fourth, the findings of this dissertation add further evidence to the existing
literature regarding the essential role of mindfulness plays as one navigates the complex
work-family environment. Mindfulness is so far still an understudied concept in workfamily literature and how it interacts with other elements in work-family interface to
influence individual outcomes is still unclear. The finding of the significant attenuating
effect of trait mindfulness suggests that there is potential remedy to cope with negative
emotional reaction – guilt – stemmed from work-family conflict. Mindfulness functions
as a protective shield that prevents individuals from developing depressive symptoms
which could potentially lead to more serious clinical diagnosis. The current project thus
highlights the importance of incorporating mindfulness into future research agenda and
organizational practices and interventions.
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Practical Implications
Our findings offer important practical implications for organizations. First, in
terms of talent assessment and selection, organization may benefit from identifying job
applicants based on their achievement value and work-family centrality profiles.
Individuals with higher achievement values are more likely to have moderate workfocused profiles. Our results have suggested that people with this profile are more willing
to work longer hours, are more engaged, and perform more citizenship behaviors at work.
However, one caveat talent acquisition specialists must keep in mind is that candidates
with such profile may not be the happiest workers once hired and be most vulnerable to
burnout and mental health problems. Thus, it is important to pay attention to person-job
fit and person-organization fit (Abdalla, Elsetouhi, Negm, & Abdou, 2018; Gabriel,
Diefendorff, Chandler, Moran, & Greguras, 2014; Saks & Ashforth, 1997; Tong, Wang,
& Peng, 2015) and provide realistic job preview (Earnest, Allen, & Landis, 2011;
Phillips, 1998) during the hiring process as these practices have important implications
on job satisfaction, lower burnout, and turnover.
Second, from a performance management and training perspective, assessing
current employees’ work-family centrality profiles for developmental purposes may help
employees gain self-awareness and provide insight on improving current management
practices. For instance, profile structure can inform HR policies to be more familyfriendly if family-focused and dual-focused profiles have a large representation within
the organization. Additional resources, such as trainings and workshops, should target
dual-focused employees since they are likely the ones struggling with balancing work and
family the most. Organizational practices and interventions, such as flexible work
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schedule (Carlson, Grzywacz, & Kacmar, 2010), telecommute (e.g., Gajendra &
Harrison, 2007; Golden, Veiga, & Simsek, 2006), work-family boundary management
interventions (e.g., Michel, Bosch, & Rexroth, 2014), and supervisor family-supportive
supervisory behavior trainings (e.g., Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman,
2011) have been demonstrated some levels of effectiveness. We recommend that
organizations assess individual values and needs before applying these programs to
everyone to maximize their impact and reduce costs.
Third, organizations with large representation of work-focused employees should
focus on reducing burnout and preventing mental illness in the workforce. Our results
have demonstrated that employees with work-focused profiles are least effective in
managing stress and most vulnerable to developing depression. Implementing
organizational-wide mental health interventions is one step forward worth considering
toward a healthier workforce. Particularly, we recommend mindfulness-based stress
reduction trainings to employees who are most vulnerable to or are currently suffering
from stress and burnout. Our findings have shown that trait mindfulness played a vital
role in reducing depressive symptoms due to the emotional toll work-family conflict
imposed on individuals. Empirical evidence has shown strong support that trait
mindfulness, a disposition that is more malleable than other personality traits, can be
learned and trained through mindfulness meditation and mindfulness-based trainings
(e.g., Kiken, Garland, Bluth, Palsson, & Gaylord, 2015; Niles, Vujanovic, Silberbogen,
Seligowski, & Potter, 2013). Among the aforementioned trainings, we specifically
recommend mindfulness-based stress reduction (MBSR) trainings. MBSR programs have
been widely used in clinical and nonclinical populations and have been proven effective
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in a broad range of life outcomes, such as reduced stress, depression, enhanced trait
mindfulness, positive affect, life satisfaction, and physical health in general, etc (see
reviews by Brown & Ryan, 2003; Glomb, 2011; Grossman, Niemann, Schmidt, &
Walach, 2004).
Finally, the results show that work-family conflict tends to induce the emotion of
guilt which in turn can negative affect job attitudes, citizenship behaviors, and mental
health. These effects are likely weakened if individuals have higher trait mindfulness.
Organizations are recommended to implement emotion regulation trainings preferably
infused with mindfulness components to develop skills and broaden one’s capacities in
order to cope with negative emotions. Managers and supervisors are also encouraged to
show empathy and provide emotional support when the feeling of guilt is running high
among employees due to work-family conflict. From a broader perspective, organizations
may consider promoting a work-family friendly culture in which employees perceive
high socioemotional support from coworkers and supervisors with regards to managing
multiple social roles and responsibilities (Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). An
organizational climate that values work-family balance has been linked to positive
outcomes, such as lower work-family conflict (Kossek et al., 2011), improved worker
mental wellbeing (O’Driscoll et al., 2003), higher job attitudes (Allen, 2001), and lower
job turnover intention (Thompson & Prottas, 2006).
Limitations and Future Directions
One of the limitations is related to the samples of the studies. Although studies
have shown that MTurk data can be just reliable as the ones collected through traditional
means (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Landers, & Behrend, 2015), it is still not
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possible to know if the results can be directly applied to a specific industry or occupation.
Later studies should try to test the concept of work-family centrality profile in more
industry-specific environments and even examine it in team or leadership contexts.
Moreover, profile structure was not fully replicated due to the limited sample size of
Study 2. The sample size may have restrained the ability to discover a broader range of
profiles and may have contributed to the imbalanced proportion of the two identified
profiles. It is still unclear whether the effects of work-family conflict are dependent on
the profiles individuals belong to. The lack of diversity in terms of job industry in the
sample may also have contributed to the simple profile structure. Since the majority of
the participants were administrative staff at Southern universities, the findings may be
more generalizable to office workers in large non-profit organizations. Future studies are
encouraged to replicate the design of Study 2 with a larger and more diverse field sample.
Also note that self-employed individuals were deliberately excluded from participation in
both studies. Unique characteristics and patterns of profiles could be associated with this
particular group. Researchers are encouraged to test the concept of work-family centrality
profile with these self-starters.
Second, it is still unclear about how work centrality and family centrality relate to
each other. Whereas these two constructs were negatively correlated in Study 1, the
relationship was close to zero in Study 2. Theoretically, the two constructs come from
two sources of identities resided in two separate domains (Kanungo, 1982; Stryker,
1968). The current studies revealed that in reality some people may still treat them as
competing values on self-report measures. They see them as incompatible that valuing
one identity more must mean valuing the other one less. Because the order of work
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centrality and family centrality measures appeared randomly in the questionnaires, we
can rule out personal biases or social desirability as the factors that influenced the
observed correlation in Study 1. Such inconsistency deserves further research efforts to
better understand the relationship between these two understudied constructs.
Third, the mechanism linking profiles to various distal outcomes is still quite
unclear. Work-family conflict did not mediate any relationships between profiles and
outcomes. Future studies are welcome to examine other potential mediators, such as
domain-specific self-efficacy, workload, family communication, and help-seeking
behaviors. Forth, Study 1 only included a narrow range of outcomes restraining the
ability to gain a fuller picture of each profile. For instance, we still do not know whether
high family-focused profiles are related to high levels of job attitudes other than job
satisfaction and weather individuals with work-focused profiles have outstanding task
performance also. Later studies should include a broader range of outcomes, such as
organizational commitment, task performance, family performance, family relationship
quality, physical health, etc.
Furthermore, we did not explore why the directions of work-family conflict did
not appear to matter across different profiles. It seemed that some general work-family
conflict management skills were applied regardless of the direction of the conflict one
was experiencing. To further investigate this phenomenon, I suggest a few research
questions for future studies: (a) How do different work-family centrality profiles manage
work-family boundaries? (b) Do profiles differ in how they manage different types of
work-family conflict (i.e., time-based, strain-based, behavior-based conflict)? and (c)
How does work-family facilitation interact with profiles in reducing work-family conflict?
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Lastly, our research revealed some novel findings regarding mindfulness that may
be worth exploring in future research endeavors. Our results suggested that higher trait
mindfulness is related to lower work-family conflict in both directions, lower emotion of
guilt, and less withdrawal behaviors both at work and at home. Future studies are
welcome to examine these relationships and the underlying mechanisms more in depth to
add to our knowledge about the benefits of mindfulness.
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Chapter 11
Conclusions
This research project took a latent profile approach to understand the
configuration of personal values and its influence one’s attitudes, behaviors, and mental
wellbeing in work-family settings. Different combinations of work centrality and family
centrality yielded distinct profiles which predicted work, family, and wellbeing outcome
and could be predicted by basic human values. Whereas no perfect profiles exist, some
profiles did appear to be more desirable than others. The results also suggested that workfamily conflict can have negative match-domain outcomes through the mediation of
target-specific psychological guilt. Trait mindfulness significantly attenuated the negative
effects of psychological guilt on depressive symptoms. Researchers are encouraged to
collect further evidence to investigate how work-family centrality profiles interact with
work-family conflict to shape various outcomes with larger job-specific samples. The
findings shed light on a promising future of using latent profile approach to study workfamily interactions and offered new insights into workforce selection and wellbeing
management.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of All Study 1 Variables
Variable
M
SD
1
1. Work centrality
2.78
0.82
(.88)
2. Family centrality
4.56
0.88
-.24**
3. Benevolence
5.60
0.94
-.02
4. Achievement
5.24
1.00
.21**
5. Stimulation
4.25
1.40
.15**
6. Work hours
40.61
5.64
.10**
7. Organizational citizenship behavior
17.21
8.49
.24**
8. Work engagement
3.61
1.16
.41**
9. Job satisfaction
4.60
1.22
.30**
10. Family satisfaction
5.10
1.44
-.01
11. Work-to-family conflict
2.52
0.91
.04
12. Family-to-work conflict
2.13
0.79
.17**
13. Satisfaction with work-family balance 3.83
0.95
.07**
14. Perceived stress
2.32
0.96
-.01
15. Depressive symptoms
0.46
0.67
-.01
Note. N = 1682. Reliabilities are along the diagonal.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
(.90)
.32**
.12**
-.03
.02
.03
.11**
.14**
.41**
-.12**
-.19**
.14**
-.15**
-.25**

2

(.85)
.58**
.33**
-.01
.22**
.36**
.28**
.25**
-.16**
-.18**
.21**
-.10**
-.17**

3

(.83)
.53**
.04
.29**
.40**
.25**
.20**
-.08**
-.10**
.15**
-.11**
-.14**

4

(.83)
.05*
.20**
.23**
.11**
.12**
.02
.06*
.04
-.02
-.04

5

--.18**
.08**
.05
.01
.16**
.06*
-.15**
-.01
-.00

6

(.86)
.37**
.17**
.10**
.14**
.10**
-.01
.11**
.07**

7

(.94)
.73**
.31**
-.28**
-.15**
.40**
-.29**
-.32**

8

(.92)
.34**
-.36**
-.20**
.46**
-.34**
-.39**

9

(.93)
-.24**
-.27**
.41**
-.42**
-.48**

10

(.90)
.60**
-.65**
.53**
.43**

11

(.88)
-.41**
.47**
.41**

12

(.95)
-.51**
-.44**

13

(.89)
.69**

14

(.95)

15
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Table 2
Fit Statistics for Profile Structures in Study 1
Number of profiles
LL
FP
AIC
BIC
SSA-BIC
LMR (p )
BLRT (p )
Entropy
2
-4176.383
7
8366.767
8404.761
8382.523
0.0000
0.0000
0.529
3
-4131.884
10
8283.768
8338.045
8306.277
0.0061
0.0000
0.715
4
-4113.623
13
8253.246
8323.807
8282.507
0.0051
0.0000
0.767
5
-4103.566
16
8239.132
8325.976
8275.146
0.1735
0.0000
0.681
Note. N = 1682. LL = log-likelihood; FP = free parameters; AIC = Akaike information criteria; BIC = Bayesian information criteria; SSA-BIC =
sample-size-adjusted BIC; LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin test; BLRT = bootstrapped log-likelihood ratio test.
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Table 3
Descriptive Information for Each Latent Profile for Study 1
Work centrality
Family centrality
Profile 1 Cohen's d
Profile 2 Cohen's d
Profile 3 Cohen's d
Profile 4 Cohen's d
Profile
% of sample
Count
M
95% CI
M
95% CI
WC
FC
WC
FC
WC
FC
WC
FC
Profile 1
2.02
34
2.03
[1.72, 2.34]
2.66
[2.27, 3.05]
-----1.87
-3.09
-3.64
0.79
-0.94
-6.08
Profile 2
42.63
717
3.11
[3.03, 3.19]
3.98
[3.89, 4.07]
1.87
3.09
-----1.49
3.97
0.83
-2.87
Profile 3
1.07
18
4.06
[3.49, 4.62]
2.18
[1.71, 2.65]
3.64
-0.79
1.49
-3.97
----2.22
-6.98
Profile 4
54.28
913
2.54
[2.47, 2.60]
5.16
[5.10, 5.22]
0.94
6.08
-0.83
2.87
-2.22
6.98
----Note. Cohen's d effect sizes present standardized differences in work centrality (WC) and family centrality (FC) between the profiles in the rows and the profiles in the columns. Positive Cohen's d indicates that the
mean for the row profile is higher than the column profile. Negative Cohen's d indicates that the mean for the row profile is lower than the column profile. CI = confidence interval.
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Table 4
Three-Step Results for Antecedents for Study 1
Profile 1 v.
Profile 1 v.
Profile 1 v.
Profile 2 v.
Profile 2 v.
Profile 3 v.
Antecedents
Profile 2
Profile 3
Profile 4
Profile 3
Profile 4
Profile 4
Benevolence value
-0.23
-0.34
-1.03***
-0.12
-0.80***
-0.69
Achievement value
-0.20
-1.40*
-0.39**
-1.20*
-0.19**
1.01
Stimulation value
0.14
0.05
0.23
-0.09
0.08
0.18
Note. N = 1682. Positive values means that higher values on the antecedent make someone more likely to be in the
first profile out of the two being compared; negative means that higher values on the antecedent make someone more
likely to be in the second profile out of the two being compared.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 5
Three-Step Results for Distal Outcomes for Study 1
Outcome
Profile 1 (A) Profile 2 (B) Profile 3 (C ) Profile 4 (D)
Chi square
Work hours
39.09 BCD
40.57 A
41.44 A
40.69 A
10.18*
OCB
14.47 BCD
17.30 ACD
24.39 ABD
17.11 ABC
169.76***
Work engagement
2.60 BCD
3.61 AD
4.01 AD
3.65 ABC
349.54***
Job satisfaction
3.67 BCD
4.57 ACD
4.26 AB
4.67 AB
182.20***
Family satisfaction
3.24 BCD
4.75 ACD
3.33 ABD
5.48 ABC
432.46***
Work-to-family conflict
2.56
2.68 D
2.50
2.40 B
59.41***
Family-to-work conflict
2.21 B
2.31 AD
2.22
1.97 B
171.96***
Satisfaction with work-family balance
3.46 BD
3.73 AD
3.71
3.92 AB
33.50***
Perceived stress
2.96 BD
2.41 AD
2.77 D
2.21 ABC
63.64***
Depressive symptoms
1.12 BD
.56 ACD
1.14 BD
.34 ABC
113.59***
Note. N = 1682. Cell numbers are means. Subscripts indicate that two profiles are significantly different from each
other on the outcome at p < .05. OCB = organizational citizenship behaviors.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 6
Regression Results for Work Hours in Study 1
Work-to-family conflict
Work hours
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.12
.15
1.36
.74
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.06
.30
2.42
1.66
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.16
.15
1.77*
.73
Work-to-family conflict
1.03***
.16
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 7
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Work Hours Through Work-to-Family Conflict
Work hours (Mediator = Work-to-family conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
1.48*
.68
[.40, 2.63]
.12
.16
[-.13, .39]
1.36
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
2.35
1.60
[-.20, 5.09]
-.06
.32
[-.58, .46]
2.42
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
1.60*
.67
[.53, 2.70]
-.17
.16
[-.44, .09]
1.77*
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05.

Direct
SE
.74
1.66
.73

95% CI
[.18, 2.12]
[-.27, 5.23]
[.60, 2.99]
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Table 8
Regression Results for Work Hours in Study 1
Family-to-work conflict
Work hours
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
0.11
0.15
1.43*
.69
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.01
.29
2.35
1.60
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.23
.15
1.71*
.68
Family-to-work conflict
.46**
.17
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 9
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Work Hours Through Family-to-Work Conflict
Work hours (Mediator = Family-to-work conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
1.48*
.68
[.40, 2.62]
.05
.08
[-.07, .18]
1.43*
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
2.36
1.60
[-.20, 5.09]
.01
.14
[-.23, .24]
2.35
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
1.60*
.67
[.53, 2.70]
-.11
.08
[-.26, .00]
1.71*
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05.

Direct
SE
.69
1.60
.68

95% CI
[.33, 2.60]
[-.22, 5.08]
[.63, 2.84]
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Table 10
Regression Results for OCB In Study 1
Work-to-family conflict
OCB
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.12
.15
.27*
.14
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.06
.30
1.00**
.30
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.16
.15
.28*
.14
Work-to-family conflict
.13***
.02
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 11
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on OCB Through Work-to-Family Conflict
OCB (Mediator = Work-to-family conflict)
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.28*
.14
[.06, .50]
.02
.02
[-.02, .05]
.27*
.14
[.04, .49]
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.99**
.31
[.49, 1.49]
-.01
.04
[-.07, .06]
1.00**
.30
[.51, 1.49]
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
.26
.14
[.04, .49]
-.02
.02
[-.05, .01]
.28*
.14
[.06, .51]
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 12
Regression Results for OCB in Study 1
Family-to-work conflict
OCB
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.11
.15
.27*
.13
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.01
.29
.99**
.30
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.23
.15
.29*
.13
Family-to-work conflict
.11***
.03
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 13
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on OCB Through Family-to-Work Conflict
OCB (Mediator = Family-to-work conflict)
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.28*
.14
[.06, .50]
.01
.02
[-.02, .04]
.27*
.13
[.05, .49]
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.99**
.31
[.49, 1.49]
.00
.03
[-.05, .05]
.99**
.30
[.50, 1.48]
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
.26
.14
[.04, .49]
-.03
.02
[-.06, .00]
.29*
.13
[[.07, .51]
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 14
Regression Results for Work Engagement in Study 1
Work-to-family conflict
Work engagement
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.12
.15
1.05***
.19
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.06
.30
1.38***
.36
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.16
.15
.98***
.19
Work-to-family conflict
-.36***
.03
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 15
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Work Engagement Through Work-to-Family Conflict
Work engagement (Mediator = Work-to-family conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
1.00***
.20
[.68, 1.33]
-.04
.06
[-.14, .05]
1.05***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
1.40***
.36
[.81. 2.00]
.02
.11
[-.16, .20]
1.38***
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
1.04***
.20
[.72, 1.36]
.06
.06
[-.03, .15]
.98***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.19
.36
.19

95% CI
[.75, 1.36]
[.80, 1.97]
[.68, 1.29]
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Table 16
Regression Results for Work Engagement in Study 1
Family-to-work conflict
Work engagement
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.11
.15
1.03***
.20
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.01
.29
1.40***
.37
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.23
.15
.99***
.20
Family-to-work conflict
-.23***
.04
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 17
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Work Engagement Through Family-to-Work Conflict
Work engagement (Mediator = Family-to-work conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
1.00***
.20
[.68, 1.33]
-.02
.04
[-.08, .03]
1.03***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
1.40***
.36
[.81, 2.00]
-.00
.07
[-.11, .11]
1.40***
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
1.04***
.20
[.72, 1.63]
.05
.04
[-.00, .11]
.99***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.20
.37
.20

95% CI
[.70, 1.37]
[.79, 2.02]
[.67, 1.32]

92

Table 18
Regression Results for Job Satisfaction in Study 1
Work-to-family conflict
Job satisfaction
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.12
.15
.96***
.24
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.06
.30
.56
.40
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.16
.15
.93***
.24
Work-to-family conflict
-.49***
.03
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 19
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Job Satisfaction Through Work-to-Family Conflict
Job satisfaction (Mediator = Work-to-family conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.90**
.26
[.48, 1.33]
-.06
.07
[-.18, .06]
.96***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.59
.42
[-.11, 1.30]
.03
.15
[-.22, .27]
.56
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
1.01***
.26
[.58, 1.44]
.08
.07
[-.04, .20]
.93***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.24
.40
.24

95% CI
[.58, 1.36]
[-.10, 1.22]
[.55, 1.32]
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Table 20
Regression Results for Job Satisfaction in Study 1
Family-to-work conflict
Job satisfaction
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.11
.15
.94***
.26
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.01
.29
.60
.43
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.23
.15
.94***
.26
Family-to-work conflict
-.30***
.04
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 21
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Job Satisfaction Through Family-to-Work Conflict
Job satisfaction (Mediator = Family-to-work conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.90**
.26
[.48, 1.33]
-.03
.05
[-.10, .04]
.94***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.59
.42
[-.11, 1.30]
-.00
.09
[-.14, .14]
.60
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
1.01***
.26
[.58, 1.44]
.07
.05
[-.00, .15]
.94***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.26
.43
.26

95% CI
[.51, 1.37]
[-.12, 1.29]
[.51, 1.37]
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Table 22
Regression Results for Family Satisfaction in Study 1
Work-to-family conflict
Family satisfaction
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.12
.15
1.55***
.33
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.06
.30
.07
.55
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.16
.15
2.18***
.33
Work-to-family conflict
-.33***
.04
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 23
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Family Satisfaction Through Work-to-Family Conflict
Family satisfaction (Mediator = Work-to-family conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
1.51***
.33
[.96, 2.05]
-.04
.05
[-.12, .04]
1.55***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.09
.56
[-.92, 1.03]
.02
.10
[-.14, .19]
.07
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
2.23***
.33
[1.68, 2.77]
.05
.05
[-.03, .14]
2.18***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.33
.55
.33

95% CI
[1.00, 2.08]
[-.82, .99]
[1.63, 2.71]
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Table 24
Regression Results for Family Satisfaction in Study 1
Family-to-work conflict
Family satisfaction
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.11
.15
1.55***
.32
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.01
.29
.10
.56
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.23
.15
2.14***
.32
Family-to-work conflict
-.41***
.05
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 25
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Family Satisfaction Through Family-to-Work Conflict
Family satisfaction (Mediator = Family-to-work conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
1.51***
.33
[.96, 2.05]
-.04
.06
[-.14, .06]
1.55***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.09
.56
[-.82, 1.03]
-.00
.12
[-.20, .19]
.10
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
2.23***
.33
[1.68, 2.77]
.10
.06
[-.00, .10]
2.14***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.32
.56
.32

95% CI
[1.02, 2.07]
[-.82, 1.01]
[1.61, 2.66]
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Table 26
Regression Results for Satisfaction with Work-Family Balance in Study 1
Satisfaction with work-family
Work-to-family conflict
balance
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.12
.15
.35*
.14
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.06
.30
.21
.27
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.16
.15
.35*
.14
Work-to-family conflict
-.67***
.02
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 27
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Satisfaction with Work-Family Balance Through Work-to-Family Conflict
Satisfaction with work-family balance (Mediator = Work-to-family conflict)
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.27
.19
[-.04, .58]
-.08
.10
[-.25, .09]
.35*
.14
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.25
.30
[-.25, .74]
.04
.20
[-.30, .38]
.21
.27
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
.46*
.19
[15, .77]
.11
.10
[-.06, .28]
.35*
.14
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05.

95% CI
[.11, .58]
[-.24, .63]
[.11, .58]
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Table 28
Regression Results for Satisfaction with Work-Family Balance in Study 1
Satisfaction with work-family
Family-to-work conflict
balance
Variable
b
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.11
.15
.32*
.16
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.01
.29
.25
.26
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.23
.15
.35*
.16
Family-to-work conflict
-.49***
.03
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 29
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Satisfaction with Work-Family Balance Through Family-to-Work Conflict
Satisfaction with work-family balance (Mediator = Family-to-work conflict)
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.27
.19
[-.04, .58]
-.05
.07
[-.17, .07]
.32*
.16
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.25
.30
[-.25, .74]
-.01
.14
[-.23, .22]
.25
.26
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
.46*
.19
[.15, .77]
.11
.07
[-.00, .24]
.35*
.16
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05.

95% CI
[.06, .58]
[-.18, .68]
[.08, .61]
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Table 30
Regression Results for Perceived Stress in Study 1
Work-to-family conflict
Perceived stress
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.12
.15
-.61***
.17
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.06
.30
-.16
.27
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.16
.15
-.66***
.17
Work-to-family conflict
.56***
.02
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 31
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Perceived Stress Through Work-to-Family Conflict
Perceived stress (Mediator = Work-to-family conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
-.54**
.20
[-.87, -.20]
.07
.08
[-.07, .20]
-.61***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.19
.34
[-.76, .36]
-.03
.17
[-.31, .25]
-.16
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.75***
.20
[-1.08, -.42]
-.09
.08
[-.23, .05]
-.66***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.17
.27
.17

95% CI
[-.87, -.33]
[-.61, .28]
[-.93, -.38]
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Table 32
Regression Results for Perceived Stress in Study 1
Family-to-work conflict
Perceived stress
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.11
.15
-.60***
.17
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.01
.29
-.20
.32
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.23
.15
-.62***
.17
Family-to-work conflict
.56***
.03
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 33
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Perceived Stress Through Family-to-Work Conflict
Perceived stress (Mediator = Family-to-work conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
-.54**
.20
[-.87, -.20]
.06
.08
[-.08, .19]
-.60***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.19
.34
[-.76, .36]
.01
.16
[-.26, .27]
-.20
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.75***
.20
[-1.08, -.42]
-.13
.08
[-.27, .00]
-.62***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.17
.32
.17

95% CI
[-.87, -.33]
[-.72, .33]
[-.89, -.35]
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Table 34
Regression Results for Depressive Symptoms in Study 1
Work-to-family conflict
Depressive symptoms
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.12
.15
-.60***
.16
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
-.06
.30
.04
.28
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.16
.15
-.73***
.16
Work-to-family conflict
.31***
.02
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 35
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Depressive Symptoms Through Work-to-Family Conflict
Depressive symptoms (Mediator = Work-to-family conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
-.56**
.18
[-.85, -.28]
.04
.05
[-.04, .11]
-.60***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.03
.31
[-.47, .53]
-.02
.09
[-.17, .13]
.04
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.78***
.17
[-1.07, -.50]
-.05
.05
[[-.13, .03]
-.73***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.16
.28
.16

95% CI
[-.86, -.34]
[-.42, .50]
[-.99, -.47]
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Table 36
Regression Results for Depressive Symptoms in Study 1
Family-to-work conflict
Depressive symptoms
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.11
.15
-.60***
.16
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.01
.29
.02
.29
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.23
.15
-.70***
.16
Family-to-work conflict
.34***
.02
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. Profile 1 was used as the reference group. SE =
standard error.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 37
Total, Indirect, And Direct Effects of Work-Family Centrality Profile on Depressive Symptoms Through Family-to-Work Conflict
Depressive symptoms (Mediator = Family-to-work conflict)
Total
Indirect
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
Dummy 1 (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
-.56**
.18
[-.85, -.28]
.04
.05
[-.05, .12]
-.60***
Dummy 2 (Profile 3 v. Profile 1)
.03
.31
[-.47, .53]
.00
.10
[-.15, .16]
.02
Dummy 3 (Profile 4 v. Profile 1)
-.78***
.17
[-1.07, -.50]
-.08
.05
[-.16, .00]
-.70***
Note. N = 1682. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.

Direct
SE
.16
.29
.16

95% CI
[-.86, -.35]
[-.45, .50]
[-.96, -.45]
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Table 38
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of All Study 2 Variables
Variable
M
SD
1
1. Work centrality
3.11
0.79
(.87)
2. Family centrality
4.43
0.80
-.08
3. Work-to-family conflict
2.70
0.88
.02
4. Family-to-work conflict
2.17
0.80
-.03
5. Psychological guilt toward family (T1)
1.51
0.70
-.00
6. Psychological guilt toward family (T2)
1.60
0.71
.02
7. Psychological guilt toward employer (T1) 1.44
0.67
-.04
8. Psychological guilt toward employer (T2) 1.45
0.67
.14
9. Work withdrawal behaviors
3.33
0.99
-.17*
10. Family withdrawal behaviors
2.79
1.07
.09
11. Job satisfaction
4.77
1.17
.27**
12. Family satisfaction
4.99
1.44
-.05
13. Job turnover intention
2.22
1.32
-.25**
14. Relationship turnover intention
1.68
0.95
.04
15. Trait mindfulness
4.10
0.85
-.04
16. Perceived stress
2.61
0.85
-.00
17. Depressive symptoms
0.40
0.51
.05
Note. N = 168. Reliabilities are along the diagonal.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
(.88)
-.03
-.16*
-.07
.02
.01
-.01
-.21**
-.33**
-.03
.40**
.03
.02
.11
.02
-.07

2

(.88)
.41**
.29**
.18*
.30**
.32**
.21**
.36**
-.42**
-.18*
.35**
-.05
-.42**
.37**
.32**

3

(.87)
.35**
.33**
.27**
.27**
.29**
.35**
-.23**
-.34**
.31**
.08
-.37**
.33**
.35**

4

(.91)
.65**
.49**
.42**
.23**
.35**
-.20*
-.29**
.19*
.18*
-.37**
.36**
.40**

5

(.90)
.40**
.53**
.30**
.34**
-.15*
-.36**
.14*
.36**
-.31**
.45**
.47**

6

(.90)
.63**
.36**
.24**
-.40**
-.17**
.29**
.06
-.32**
.35**
.38**

7

(.91)
.31**
.39**
-.38**
-.27**
.29**
.15*
-.35**
.38**
.50**

8

(.82)
.36**
-.40**
-.17*
.46**
.10
-.39**
.41**
.34**

9

(.83)
-.06
-.42**
.01
.06
-.45**
.39**
.43**

10

(.91)
.09
-.71**
.12
.19*
-.24**
-.31**

11

(.92)
-.07
-.25**
.26**
-.33**
-.40**

12

(.92)
-.07
-.25**
.30**
.35**

13

-.12
.17*
.19*

14

(.90)
-.52**
-.38**

15

(.83)
.59**

16

(.91)

17
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Table 39
Fit Statistics for Profile Structures in Study 2
Number of profiles
LL
FP
AIC
BIC
SSA-BIC
LMR (p )
BLRT (p )
Entropy
2
-391.676
7
797.353
819.221
797.057
0.0085
0.0000
0.961
3
-383.953
10
787.907
819.146
787.484
0.2581
0.0000
0.667
4
-382.753
13
791.507
832.118
790.958
0.5769
0.6000
0.624
Note. N = 168. LL = log-likelihood; FP = free parameters; AIC = Akaike information criteria; BIC = Bayesian information criteria; SSA-BIC =
sample-size-adjusted BIC; LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin test; BLRT = bootstrapped log-likelihood ratio test.

114

Table 40
Descriptive Information for Each Latent Profile for Study 2
Work centrality
Family centrality
Profile 1 Cohen's d
Profile 2 Cohen's d
Profile
% of sample
Count
M
95% CI
M
95% CI
WC
FC
WC
FC
Profile 1
98.21
165
3.14
[3.04, 3.24]
4.48
[4.37, 4.60]
----1.88
3.40
Profile 2
1.79
3
1.94
[0.86, 3.02]
2.21
[1.02, 3.41]
-1.88
-3.40
----Note. Cohen's d effect sizes present standardized differences in work centrality (WC) and family centrality (FC) between the profiles in the rows and the
profiles in the columns. Positive Cohen's d indicates that the mean for the row profile is higher than the column profile. Negative Cohen's d indicates that
the mean for the row profile is lower than the column profile. CCI = confidence interval.
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Table 41
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Main Effects of Work-Family Conflict
Psychological guilt
Psychological guilt
toward employer
toward family (T2)
(T2)
Variable
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
Work-to-family conflict
.15*
.06
Family-to-work conflict
.23***
.06
Note. N = 168.
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Table 42
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Main Effects of Psychological Guilt Toward Family
Depressive
Perceived stress
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
.34***
.05
.54***
.08
Variable
Psychological guilt toward family (T2)
Note. N = 168.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Work withdrawal
Estimate
SE
.39***
.10

Job turnover
Estimate
SE
.25
.14

Job satisfaction
Estimate
SE
-.24
.13
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Table 43
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Main Effects of Psychological Guilt Toward Employer
Depressive
Perceived stress
Estimate
SE
Estimate
SE
.38***
.05
.48***
.09
Variable
Psychological guilt toward employer (T2)
Note. N = 168.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Family withdrawal
Estimate
SE
.62***
.12

Family turnover
Estimate
SE
.22*
.11

Family satisfaction
Estimate
SE
-.58***
.16
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Table 44
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-to-Family Conflict on Work Withdrawal Behaviors through Psychological Guilt Toward Family
Work withdrawal behaviors (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward family (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Work-to-family conflict
.16
.09
[-.01, .33]
-.00
.02
[-.04, .04]
.16
.09
[-.02, .33]
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 45
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-to-Family Conflict on Job Turnover Intention through Psychological Guilt Toward Family
Job turnover intention (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward family (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Work-to-family conflict
.41***
.12
[.24, .72]
.00
.01
[-.02, .02]
.48***
.12
[.24, .72]
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 46
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-to-Family Conflict on Job Satisfaction through Psychological Guilt Toward Family
Job satisfaction (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward family (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
Work-to-family conflict
-.52***
.10
[-.72, -.31]
.00
.01
[-.02, .02]
-.52***
.10
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

95% CI
[-.72, -.31]
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Table 47
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Family-to-Work Conflict on Family Withdrawal Behaviors through Psychological Guilt Toward Employer
Family withdrawal behaviors (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward employer (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Family-to-work conflict
.40***
.11
[.19, .61]
.04
.03
[.00, .13]
.35***
.09
[.17, .54]
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 48
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Family-to-Work Conflict on Family Turnover Intention through Psychological Guilt Toward Employer
Family turnover intention (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward employer (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Family-to-work conflict
.93
.11
[-.11, .30]
.02
.02
[-.00, .08]
.07
.11
[-.14, .28]
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 49
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Family-to-Work Conflict on Family Satisfaction through Psychological Guilt Toward Employer
Family satisfaction (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward employer (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Family-to-work conflict
-.57***
.14
[-.85, -.30]
-.04
.03
[-.13, -.00]
-.53***
.14
[-.81, -.26]
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 50
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-to-Family Conflict on Depressive Symptoms through Psychological Guilt Toward Family
Depressive symptoms (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward family (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
Work-to-family conflict
.13**
.05
[.04, .23]
-.00
.01
[-.03, .03]
.13**
.05
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

95% CI
[.04, .22]
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Table 51
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Work-to-Family Conflict on Perceived Stress through Psychological Guilt Toward Family
Perceived stress (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward family (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
Work-to-family conflict
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

95% CI
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Table 52
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Family-to-Work Conflict on Depressive Symptoms through Psychological Guilt Toward Employer
Depressive symptoms (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward employer (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Family-to-work conflict
.17**
.05
[.06, .28]
.03
.02
[.00, .07]
.14**
.05
[.04, .24]
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 53
Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of Family-to-Work Conflict on Perceived Stress through Psychological Guilt Toward Employer
Perceived stress (Mediator = Psychological guilt toward employer (T2))
Total
Indirect
Direct
Predictor
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
95% CI
Estimate
SE
Family-to-work conflict
.26**
.08
[.09, .42]
.03
.02
[.00, .07]
.23**
.08
Note. N = 168. All coefficients are unstandardized. CI = confidence interval. Bootstrap sample size = 10000.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

95% CI
[.07, .39]
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Table 54
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between WFC and Profile with PGTF as
Dependent Variable
Psychological guilt toward family (T2)
Variable
Estimate
SE
WFC
.01
.05
Dummy (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
.66
1.33
WFC × Dummy
.99
1.69
Note. N = 168. WFC = work-to-family conflict; PGTF = psychological guilt toward family.
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Table 55
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between FWC and Profile with PGTE as
Dependent Variable
Psychological guilt toward employer (T2)
Variable
Estimate
SE
FWC
.09
.05
Dummy (Profile 2 v. Profile 1)
-.02
.23
FWC × Dummy
.30
.54
Note. N = 168. FWC = family-to-work conflict; PGTE = psychological guilt toward employer.
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Table 56
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between PGTF and Trait Mindfulness with
Depressive Symptoms as Dependent Variable
Depressive symptoms
Variable
Estimate
SE
PGTF (T2)
.20***
.05
Trait mindfulness
-.18***
.04
PGTF × TM
-.20***
.05
Note. N = 168. PGTF = psychological guilt toward family. TM = trait mindfulness.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 57
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between PGTF and Trait Mindfulness with
Perceived Stress as Dependent Variable
Perceived stress
Variable
Estimate
SE
PGTF (T2)
.39***
.09
Trait mindfulness
-.42***
.07
PGTF × TM
.03
.09
Note. N = 168. PGTF = psychological guilt toward family. TM = trait mindfulness.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 58
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between PGTE and Trait Mindfulness with
Depressive Symptoms as Dependent Variable
Depressive symptoms
Variable
Estimate
SE
PGTE (T2)
.23***
.06
Trait mindfulness
-.15***
.04
PGTE × TM
-.18**
.06
Note. N = 168. PGTE = psychological guilt toward employer. TM = trait mindfulness.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 59
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between PGTE and Trait Mindfulness with
Perceived Stress as Dependent Variable
Perceived stress
Variable
Estimate
SE
PGTE (T2)
.28**
.10
Trait mindfulness
-.45***
.07
PGTE × TM
-.00
.10
Note. N = 168. PGTE = psychological guilt toward employer. TM = trait mindfulness.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 60
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between PGTF and Trait Mindfulness with Job
Satisfaction as Dependent Variable
Job satisfaction
Variable
Estimate
SE
PGTF (T2)
-.11
.15
Trait mindfulness
.24*
.11
PGTF × TM
.14
.15
Note. N = 168.PGTF = psychological guilt toward family. TM = trait mindfulness.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 61
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between PGTF and Trait Mindfulness with Job
Turnover Intention as Dependent Variable
Job turnover intention
Variable
Estimate
SE
PGTF (T2)
.03
.16
Trait mindfulness
-.38**
.13
PGTF × TM
-.21
.17
Note. N = 168. PGTF = psychological guilt toward family. TM = trait mindfulness.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 62
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between PGTE and Trait Mindfulness with
Family Satisfaction as Dependent Variable
Family satisfaction
Variable
Estimate
SE
PGTE (T2)
-.51**
.19
Trait mindfulness
.31*
.13
PGTE × TM
-.15
.20
Note. N = 168. PGTE = psychological guilt toward employer. TM = trait mindfulness.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 63
Unstandardized Coefficients of the Interaction Between PGTE and Trait Mindfulness with
Relationship Turnover Intention as Dependent Variable
Relationship turnover intention
Variable
Estimate
SE
PGTE (T2)
.30*
.13
Trait mindfulness
-.07
.09
PGTE × TM
.25
.13
Note. N = 168. PGTE = psychological guilt toward employer. TM = trait mindfulness.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Figure 1. Hypothetical profiles in Study 1.
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Figure 2. Study 2 model.
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Figure 3. Latent profiles for work-family centrality in Study 1.
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Figure 4. Standardized means of antecedents by profile for Study 1.
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Figure 5. Standardized means of work hour by profile for Study 1.
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Figure 6. Standardized means of OCB by profile for Study 1.

144

Standardized Means

0.5

0

-0.5

-1
Profile 1

Profile 2

Profile 3

Profile 4

Figure 7. Standardized means of work engagement by profile for Study 1.
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Figure 8. Standardized means of job satisfaction by profile for Study 1.
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Figure 9. Standardized means of family satisfaction by profile for Study 1.
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Figure 10. Standardized means of work-to-family conflict by profile for Study 1.
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Figure 11. Standardized means of family-to-work conflict by profile for Study 1.
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Figure 12. Standardized means of satisfaction with work-family balance by profile for
Study 1.
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Figure 13. Standardized means of perceived stress by profile for Study 1.
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Figure 14. Standardized means of depressive symptoms by profile for Study 1.
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Appendix A
Study 1 Survey
(Informed Consent)
Demographics
• MTurk ID:
• Your age:
• Your gender:
Male
Female
Other
• Your ethnicity:
White/Caucasian
African American/Black
Latino/Hispanic
Asian
Native American/Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
Multiracial
Other
• What is your employment status?
Unemployed
Full/Part-Time
Self-Employed
• If you are employed, what is your job title?
• If you are employed, how long have you worked at your current job?
• What industry you are working in?
Agriculture, Food & Natural
Hospitality & Tourism
Resources
Architecture & Construction
Human Services
Arts, Audio/Video Technology &
Information Technology
Communication
Business Management &
Law, Public Safety, Corrections &
Administration
Security
Education & Training
Manufacturing
Finance
Marketing
Government & Public Administration Science, Technology, Engineering &
Mathematics
Health Science
Transportation, Distribution &
Logistics
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•
•

If you are employed, on average, how many hours do you work per week in the past
4 weeks?
How many family members are you currently living with (For example, spouse,
romantic partner, children, siblings, parents, etc.)?
0
1
2
3
4
5
More than 5
Please indicate the number: _______
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Hello! Welcome to our study! You will be asked to enter your MTurk ID at the end of the
survey. Before you begin, please note that in order to get compensated, you need to:
(1) complete all questions;
(2) enter your MTurk ID at the end of the survey;
and (3) pass attention check questions.
I understand
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In this study, we are interested in learning about your work and psychological wellbeing.
Please keep in mind that there are NO right or wrong answers to the questions. This is
NOT a test. Please answer each question as honestly as possible.
1 = strongly disagree
6 = strongly agree
Work should only be a small part of one’s life
In my view, an individual’s personal life goals should be work oriented
Life is worth living only when people get absorbed in work
The major satisfaction in my life comes from my work
The most important things that happen to me involve my work
I have other activities more important than my work
Work should be considered central to life
I would probably keep working even if I didn’t need the money
To me, my work is only a small part of who I am
Most things in life are more important than work
If the unemployment benefit was really high, I would still prefer to work
Overall, I consider work to be very central to my existence
What are your values?
On a scale of 1 to 7 (see the scale below), please rate how important each of the
following values is as a guiding principle in your life.
1 = not important at all
7 = of supreme importance
Loyal (faithful to my friends, group)
Honest (genuine, sincere)
Helpful (working for the welfare of others)
Responsible (dependable, reliable)
Forgiving (willing to pardon others)
Mature love (deep emotional and spiritual intimacy)
True friendship (close, supportive friends)
Ambitious (hardworking, aspiring)
Influential (having an impact on people and events)
Capable (confident, effective, efficient)
Successful (achieving goals)
Self-respect (belief in one’s own worth)
Intelligent (logical, thinking)
An exciting life (stimulating experiences)
A varied life (filled with challenge, novelty, and change)
Daring (seeking adventure, risk)
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Please indicate below how many hours you typically work per week. _________
Instruction: Indicate, on average, the number of times you have done each of the
following on the job during a typical week.
0 = none
1 = once
2 = twice
3 = three times
4 = four or more times
I take time to advise, coach, or mentor a co-worker.
I help co-worker learn new skills or share job knowledge.
I help new employees get oriented to the job.
I lend a compassionate ear when someone has a work problem.
I offer suggestions to improve how work is done.
I help a co-worker who has too much to do.
I volunteer for extra work assignments.
I work weekends or other days off to complete a project or task.
I volunteer to attend meetings or work on committees on own time.
I give up meal and other breaks to complete work.
The following 9 statements are about how you feel at work. Please read each statement
carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job.
0 = none
6 = always
At my work, I feel bursting with energy
At my job, I feel strong and vigorous
I am enthusiastic about my job
My job inspires me
When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work
I feel happy when I am working intensely
I am proud on the work that I do
I am immersed in my work
I get carried away when I’m working
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1 = strongly disagree
6 = strongly agree
All in all, I am satisfied with my job.
In general, I like working here.
In general, I don’t like my job.
Instruction: Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the
1-7 scale below, indicate your agreement with each item. Please be open and honest in
responding.
1 = strongly disagree
7 = strongly agree
In most ways my family life is close to ideal.
The conditions of my family life are excellent.
I am satisfied with my family life.
So far I have gotten the important things I want in my family life.
If I could live my family life over, I would change almost nothing.
1 = strongly disagree
5 = strongly agree
My work keeps me from my family activities more than I would like.
The time I must devote to my job keeps me from participating equally in household
responsibilities and activities.
I have to miss family activities due to the amount of time I must spend on work
responsibilities.
When I get home from work I am often too frazzled to participate in family activities/
responsibilities.
I am often so emotionally drained when I get home from work that it prevents me
from
contributing to my family.
Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come home I am too stressed to
do the things I enjoy.
The problem-solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving
problems at
home.
Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at work would be counterproductive
at
home.
The behaviors I perform that make me effective at work do not help me to be a better
parent and spouse.
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The time I spend on family responsibilities often interfere with my work
responsibilities.
The time I spend with my family often causes me not to spend time in activities at
work
that could be helpful to my career.
I have to miss work activities due to the amount of time I must spend on family
responsibilities.
Due to stress at home, I am often preoccupied with family matters at work.
Because I am often stressed from family responsibilities, I have a hard time
concentrating
on my work.
Tension and anxiety from my family life often weakens my ability to do my job.
The behaviors that work for me at home do not seem to be effective at work.
Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at home would be counterproductive
at work.
The problem-solving behavior that work for me at home does not seem to be as useful
at work.
1 = very dissatisfied
5 = very satisfied
What’s your level of satisfaction with the following items:
The way you divide your time between work and personal or family life
The way you divide your attention between work and home
How well your work life and your personal or family life fit together
Your ability to balance the needs of your job with those of your personal or family
life
The opportunity you have to perform your job well and yet be able to perform homerelated duties adequately
1 = never
5 = fairly often
In the last month how often have you …
been bothered by minor health problems such as headaches, insomnia, or stomach
upsets
had trouble sleeping to the point that it affected your performance on and off the job
felt nervous and stressed
felt that you were unable to control the important things in your life
felt that difficulties were piling up so high that you could not overcome them
Instruction: Please rate your experiences over the last week.
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0 = did not apply to me at all
1 = applied to me some of the time
2 = applied to me to a good part of time
3 = applied to me most of the time
I felt that life was meaningless.
I felt that I had nothing to look forward to.
I couldn't seem to experience any positive feeling at all.
I was unable to become enthusiastic about anything.
I felt that I wasn't worth much as a person.
I felt down-hearted and blue.
1. I found it difficult to work up the initiative to do things.
1 = strongly disagree
6 = strongly agree
1. Family should only be a small part of one’s life
In my view, an individual’s personal life goals should be family oriented
Life is worth living only when people get absorbed in family
The major satisfaction in my life comes from my family
The most important things that happen to me involve my family
I have other activities more important than my family
Family should be considered central to life
To me, my family is only a small part of who I am
Most things in life are more important than family
Overall, I consider family to be very central to my existence
Please enter your MTurk ID:
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Appendix B
Study 2 Survey
Screening Survey
•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•

How did you hear about this study?
FIT
Twitter
LinkedIn
Facebook
Company listserv
ISDP Annual Meeting
Friend/Family
Other ___________
Are you currently living in the United States? YES NO
If answer “NO”, display message “Thank you for your time. Unfortunately, you
are not qualified for our study.”
Your age:
If age < 18, display message “Thank you for your time. Unfortunately, you are
not qualified for our study.”
What is your employment status?
Unemployed
Full/Part-Time
Self-Employed
If choose “unemployed”, display message “Thank you for your time.
Unfortunately, you are not qualified for our study.”
If you are employed, on average, how many hours do you work per week in the past
4 weeks?
If answer < 30, display message “Thank you for your time. Unfortunately, you
are not qualified for our study.”
What’s the name of your employer?
What’s your job title?
How many family members are you currently living with (For example, spouse,
romantic partner, children, siblings, parents, etc.)?
0
1
2
3
4
5
More than 5
Please indicate the number: _______
If choose “0”, display message “Thank you for your time. Unfortunately, you are
not qualified for our study.”
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Thank you for your response! Please provide your work or personal Email address below.
You will receive an e-mail within three (3) days with instructions on how to participate in
this study.
Please note that higher priority will be given to individuals who provide work or
university Email addresses.
E-mail:

188
Study 2 Time 1 Survey
(Informed Consent)
Demographics
•

•

•
•
•
•

Your gender:
Male
Female
Other
Your ethnicity:
White/Caucasian
African American/Black
Latino/Hispanic
Asian
Native American/Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
Multiracial
Other
What’s your employment status?
Full-Time
Part-Time
What is your job title?
How long have you worked at your current job?
What industry you are working in?
Agriculture, Food & Natural Resources
Architecture & Construction
Arts, Audio/Video Technology &
Communication
Business Management & Administration
Education & Training
Finance
Government & Public Administration
Health Science

•

Hospitality & Tourism
Human Services
Information Technology
Law, Public Safety, Corrections & Security
Manufacturing
Marketing
Science, Technology, Engineering &
Mathematics
Transportation, Distribution & Logistics

On average, how many hours do you work per week in the past 4 weeks?
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•

How many family members are you currently living with (For example, spouse,
romantic partner, children, siblings, parents, etc.)?
0
1
2
3
4
5
More than 5
Please indicate the number: _______
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In this study, we are interested in learning about your work and psychological wellbeing.
Please keep in mind that there are NO right or wrong answers to the questions. This is
NOT a test. Please answer each question as honestly as possible.
1 = strongly disagree
6 = strongly agree
Work should only be a small part of one’s life
In my view, an individual’s personal life goals should be work oriented
Life is worth living only when people get absorbed in work
The major satisfaction in my life comes from my work
The most important things that happen to me involve my work
I have other activities more important than my work
Work should be considered central to life
I would probably keep working even if I didn’t need the money
To me, my work is only a small part of who I am
Most things in life are more important than work
If the unemployment benefit was really high, I would still prefer to work
Overall, I consider work to be very central to my existence
Instruction: This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then select your answer. Use the following
scale to record your answers:
1 = very slightly or not at all
2 = a little
3 = moderately
4 = quite a bit
5 = extremely
Indicate to what extent you have felt this way towards your family during the past few
weeks.
Disgusted with self
Guilty
Ashamed
Angry at self
Blameworthy
Dissatisfied with self
Indicate to what extent you have felt this way towards your employer during the past few
weeks.
Disgusted with self
Guilty
Ashamed
Angry at self
Blameworthy
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Dissatisfied with self
1 = strongly disagree
5 = strongly agree
My work keeps me from my family activities more than I would like.
The time I must devote to my job keeps me from participating equally in household
responsibilities and activities.
I have to miss family activities due to the amount of time I must spend on work
responsibilities.
When I get home from work I am often too frazzled to participate in family
activities/
responsibilities.
I am often so emotionally drained when I get home from work that it prevents me
from
contributing to my family.
Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come home I am too stressed to
do the things I enjoy.
The problem-solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving
problems at
home.
Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at work would be counterproductive
at
home.
The behaviors I perform that make me effective at work do not help me to be a better
parent and spouse.
The time I spend on family responsibilities often interfere with my work
responsibilities.
The time I spend with my family often causes me not to spend time in activities at
work
that could be helpful to my career.
I have to miss work activities due to the amount of time I must spend on family
responsibilities.
Due to stress at home, I am often preoccupied with family matters at work.
Because I am often stressed from family responsibilities, I have a hard time
concentrating
on my work.
Tension and anxiety from my family life often weakens my ability to do my job.
The behaviors that work for me at home do not seem to be effective at work.
Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at home would be counterproductive
at work.
The problem-solving behavior that work for me at home does not seem to be as
useful at work.
Instruction: To what degree are you having these experiences THIS MORNING?
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1 = not at all
4 = somewhat
7 = very much
This morning, I find it difficult to stay focused on what’s happening in the present.
This morning, I rush through activities without being really attentive to them.
This morning, I do jobs or tasks automatically, without being aware of what I’m
doing.
This morning, I find myself preoccupied with the future or the past.
This morning, I find myself doing things without paying attention.
Instruction: Below is a collection of statements about your everyday experience. Using
the 1-6 scale below, please indicate how frequently or infrequently you currently have
each experience. Please answer according to what really reflects your experience rather
than what you think your experience should be.
1 = almost always
2 = very frequently
3 = somewhat frequently
4 = somewhat infrequently
5 = very infrequently
6 = almost never
I could be experiencing some emotion and not be conscious of it until some time
later.
I break or spill things because of carelessness, not paying attention, or thinking of
something else.
I find it difficult to stay focused on what’s happening in the present.
I tend to walk quickly to get where I’m going without paying attention to what I
experience along the way.
I tend not to notice feelings of physical tension or discomfort until they really grab
my attention.
I forget a person’s name almost as soon as I’ve been told it for the first time.
It seems I am “running on automatic” without much awareness of what I’m doing.
I rush through activities without being really attentive to them.
I get so focused on the goal I want to achieve that I lose touch with what I am doing
right now to get there.
I do jobs or tasks automatically, without being aware of what I’m doing
I find myself listening to someone with one ear, doing something else at the same
time.
I drive places on “automatic pilot” and then wonder why I went there.
I find myself preoccupied with the future or the past.
I find myself doing things without paying attention.
I snack without being aware that I’m eating.
1 = strongly disagree
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6 = strongly agree
1. Family should only be a small part of one’s life
2. In my view, an individual’s personal life goals should be family oriented
3. Life is worth living only when people get absorbed in family
4. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my family
5. The most important things that happen to me involve my family
6. I have other activities more important than my family
7. Family should be considered central to life
8. To me, my family is only a small part of who I am
9. Most things in life are more important than family
10. Overall, I consider family to be very central to my existence
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Please answer the following 2 questions and remember your answers. Your answers will
be used to match your responses without identifying you.
1. In what city were you born?
2. What’s the name of your high school? (The first one if you attended more than
one)

IMPORTANT: Please click the link below to enter your Email. You will receive a $10
Amazon gift card via Email within one week if you passed our attention check questions.
Please Click Here to Enter Your Email
Note: To ensure anonymity, survey responses are not linked to your Email address.

To receive your gift card, please enter your Email below.
Your Email:
Confirm your Email:

You will receive a $10 Amazon gift card via Email within one week if you passed our
attention check questions.
You will hear from us in four (4) weeks via Email with the instructions to take the second
survey.
Thank you for taking this survey.
Your response has been recorded.
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Study 2 Time 2 Survey
In this study, we are interested in learning about your work and psychological wellbeing.
Please keep in mind that there are NO right or wrong answers to the questions. This is
NOT a test. Please answer each question as honestly as possible.
Instruction: This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then select your answer. Use the following
scale to record your answers:
1 = very slightly or not at all
2 = a little
3 = moderately
4 = quite a bit
5 = extremely
Indicate to what extent you have felt this way towards your family during the past few
weeks.
Disgusted with self
Guilty
Ashamed
Angry at self
Blameworthy
Dissatisfied with self
Indicate to what extent you have felt this way towards your employer during the past few
weeks.
Disgusted with self
Guilty
Ashamed
Angry at self
Blameworthy
Dissatisfied with self
Instruction: Please indicate using the scale provided how often you have experienced
each of the following during the past 12 months.
1 = never
2 = very rarely
3 = rarely
4 = occasionally
5 = somewhat often
6 = often
7 = very often
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In the past 12 months, how often have you experienced these at work during the past 12
months?
Thought of being absent.
Chatted with co-workers about nonwork topics.
Left work station for unnecessary reasons.
Daydreamed.
Spent time on personal matters.
Put less effort into the job than should have.
Thought of leaving current job.
Let others do your work.
In the past 12 months, how often have you experienced these while with family members
during the past 12 months?
1 = never
2 = very rarely
3 = rarely
4 = occasionally
5 = somewhat often
6 = often
7 = very often
Thought of being absent.
Left home for unnecessary reasons.
Daydreamed.
Spent time on non-family related matters.
Put less effort in the family than should have.
Let others do your share of household responsibilities.
1 = strongly disagree
6 = strongly agree
All in all, I am satisfied with my job.
In general, I like working here.
In general, I don’t like my job. (R)
Instruction: Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the
1-7 scale below, indicate your agreement with each item. Please be open and honest in
responding.
1 = strongly disagree
7 = strongly agree
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In most ways my family life is close to ideal.
The conditions of my family life are excellent.
I am satisfied with my family life.
So far I have gotten the important things I want in my family life.
If I could live my family life over, I would change almost nothing.
1 = strongly disagree
5 = strongly agree
I think a lot about leaving the job.
I am actively searching for an alternative to the job.
As soon as it is possible, I will leave the job.
1= never
2 = rarely
3 = occasionally
4 = more often than not
5 = most of the time
6 = all the time
How often have you discussed or considered divorce, separation, or terminating your
relationship?
1 = never
5 = fairly often
In the last month how often have you …
been bothered by minor health problems such as headaches, insomnia, or stomach
upsets
had trouble sleeping to the point that it affected your performance on and off the job
felt nervous and stressed
felt that you were unable to control the important things in your life
felt that difficulties were piling up so high that you could not overcome them
Instruction: Please rate your experiences over the last week.
0 = did not apply to me at all
1 = applied to me some of the time
2 = applied to me to a good part of time
3 = applied to me most of the time
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I felt that life was meaningless.
I felt that I had nothing to look forward to.
I couldn't seem to experience any positive feeling at all.
I was unable to become enthusiastic about anything.
I felt that I wasn't worth much as a person.
I felt down-hearted and blue.
I found it difficult to work up the initiative to do things.
Please answer the following 2 questions. Your answers will be used to match your
responses with the first survey without identifying you.
1. In what city were you born?
2. What’s the name of your high school? (The first one if you attended more than
one)

IMPORTANT: Please click the link below to enter your Email. You will receive a $15
Amazon gift card via Email within one week if you passed our attention check questions.
Please Click Here to Enter Your Email
Note: To ensure anonymity, survey responses are not linked to your Email address.

To receive your gift card, please enter your Email below.
Your Email:
Confirm your Email:

You will receive a $15 Amazon gift card via Email within one week if you passed our
attention check questions.
Thank you for taking this survey.
Your response has been recorded.

